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Non-Metallic Minerals Industry 
Planning 
By ANDREW H. PHELPS 
Chairman Non-Metallic Minerals Industry 
Advisory Committee of the Munitions Board; 
Vice President Westinghouse Electric Corp. 


HE Munitions Board is somewhat 


unique in government in that it has | 


the support and cooperation of a large 
number of industry advisory committees 
all working together as a team on the 
many problems 
encountered in 
planning for in- 
dustrial mobili- 
zation for a 
future war 
emergency. 

Assisting and 
advising the 
Board in its di- 
rection of stock- 
piling under 
Public Law 520, 
The Stockpiling 
Act of 1946, as 
well as in the 
broader field of 
mobilization 
planning, are a 
number of industry advisory committees. 
These committees serve to keep the 
Board’s planning geared to the industrial 
economy of the Nation and advise on 
the current supply situation, and the pur- 
chase, sale, care and handling of stra- 
tegic and critical materials for the 
national stockpile. 

The Non-Metallic Minerals Industry 
Advisory Committee was constituted by 
the Munitions Board 16 Jan. 1947, for the 
purpose of advising the Munitions Board 
in the development of features of the 
industrial mobilization plan related to 
non-metallic minerals. This committee 
has under its cognizance the following 
industrial minerals: asbestos, abrasive 
bauxite, corundum, industrial diamonds, 
graphite, jewel bearings, kyanite, mica, 
quartz crystals, sapphire & ruby, and 
black talc. It had its initial meeting 20 
May 1947, at which time an industry 
chiirman was elected and seven subcom- 
Mittees organized from the membership 
of the committee, each to be primarily 
re;ponsible for a group of two or three 
of the minerals under the purview of the 
co nmittee. 

The initial work of this committee in- 
cluded a review of all pertinent stockpile 
purchase specifications, reeommendations 
on stcrage methods; and a study of the 
length of time required for the industry 
to reach maximum production in time 
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of an emergency. A series of excellent | 


Teports was developed by the members 
of the committee covering the above sub- 
jects and including a review of the cur- 
rent supply, availability, uses, and sub- 
st’ utes, where available. 

Jf the strategic and critical materials 

the grade and quality being stockpiled 
under the cognizance of this committee, 
oniy three are produced at all in the 
Inited States. This means that prior pro- 
vision for an adequate emergency supply 
(Please turn to Page 701) 


Delaying Disability 
Rule Costs Millions 


The delay in issuing the Executive Or- 
der designating the agency responsible 
for payment, hospitalization and reexam- 
ination of military personnel retired for 
physical disability is costing the govern- 
ment $1,000,000 per month. 

This was brought out in testimony of 


| Maj. Gen. Raymond W. Bliss, Surgeon 


General of the Army, before a sub-com- 
mittee of the House Armed Services 
Committee. There have been no retire- 
ments of non-Regular officers and enlisted 
men for physical disability since last 
September. 

At present there is an accumulated 
backlog of 3,000 officers and enlisted men 
who have qualified for retirement on 
account of disability, but who continue to 
draw active pay while awaiting the desig- 
nation of the agency responsible for their 
retirement payments. The difference be- 
tween active and retired pay of these per- 
sons is estimated at $1,000,000 per month. 

Those affected are all non-Regulars as 
the Regular personnel are being paid by 
the departments concerned. Prior to the 
passage of the Career Compensation Act 
payments to all Regular personnel re- 
tired for any reason were made by the 
appropriate military department, and all 
non-Regulars were paid by the Veterans 
Administration. 

However, Section 414 (b) of the new 
Act prescribes that “all duties, powers, 
and functions incident to payments of dis- 
ability retirement pay, hospitalization 
and reexaminations shall be vested in 
the Secretary concerned or in the Admin- 
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs under regu- 
lations promulgated by the President.” 

Proposed regulations covering this sec- 
tion have been prepared but have been 
held up for weeks because of a disagree- 
ment as to the agency to make the pay- 
ments. The military departments would 
prefer a continuance of the procedure 
heretofore followed under which pay- 
ments to Regulars would be made by the 
Services concerned and those to non- 
Regulars by the Veterans Administration. 
The Director of the Budget insists that all 
payments be made by the Department of 
Defense. 

Pending a settlement: of this impasse 
the Services decided to continue to pay 
Regular officers retired for physical dis- 
ability, with a subsequent adjustment of 
funds if that should prove necessary. 
However, the Veterans Administration 
feels that it is not in a position to make 
these payments until specific authoriza- 
tion has been received under Presidential 
regulations. 
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The only alternative is to continue on | 


active duty the non-Regulars qualified for 
physical retirement, despite the heavy 


additional cost, which is increasing with | 


each day’s delay in issuing the contro- 
versial order. 


The Bureau of the Budget advised this | 


week that the recommendations of the 

Department of Defense concerning the 

proposed Executive Order prescribing re- 

sponsibility for payment, hospitalization 

and re-examination had only recently 
(Please turn to Page 701) 
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Marine Selection Board 


The Marine Corps selection board to 
recommend officers for promotion to ma- 
jor and captain was convened this week 
at Marine Corps Headquarters. 

Capt. Joseph H. Lewis, 09103, and 1st 
Lt. Joseph Northrup, 032164, will be the 
last in their respective zones for selection 
to the next higher grade. 

The estimated limited duty promotion 
zone extends down to Capt. Robert G. 
Straine, 010012, and 1st Lt. Russell Tar- 
ber, 022404. 

All captains who will have completed 
four years of service in grade as of 30 
June, this year, are eligible for considera- 
tion by the board, as are all 1st lieuten- 
ants with two years of service on that 
date. 





Study Service Hospitals 


The special Congressional investigation 
of the Department of Defense program to 
close hospitals and cut back bed spaces 
was begun by a House Armed Services 
subcommittee this week and was fea- 
tured by the immediate reassurance that 
the economy drive will not result in 
elimination of dependent care. 

Repeatedly, members of the subcom- 
mittee, appointed last week by Rep. Carl 
Vinson (D-Ga.), chairman of the House 
Armed Services Committee—a staunch 
defender of dependent care—questioned 
Dr. Richard L. Meiling, Defense Director 
of Medical Services, concerning safe- 
guards for this traditional service to de- 
pendents of military personnel. 

Dr. Meiling, a brigadier general in the 
Air Force Reserve, emphasized that the 
hospital reduction program, which will 
result in curtailment of total bed spaces 
from 106,000 to 82,500 during the next 
fiscal year and which will cut back from 
46,281 to 37,507 the actual number of beds 
to be staffed, will provide sufficient fa- 
cilities for the approximately 5,000 de- 
pendents comprising the average patient 
load at major military hospitals in the 
United States. 

Subcommittee members, notably Rep- 
resentative Clyde Doyle (D-Calif.), re- 
marked, however, that the closing of five 
general hospitals will mean that many 
dependents will find it increasingly diffi- 
cult to take advantage of the dependent 
care privileges. 

Representative Doyle, whose Congres- 
sional district includes Long Beach, 
Calif., where a huge Navy hospital is to 
be closed, declared that thousands of de- 
pendents in that area may suffer from 
this action. 

In its investigation, the subcommittee, 
whose chairman is Representative L. 
Mende! Rivers (D-S.C.), will visit many 
of the hospitals ordered closed or severely 
reduced in the Department of Defense 
order. 

Representative Doyle called upon Gen- 
eral Meiling for assurance from the Sec- 
retary of Defense that commanding offi- 
cers at these installations will be per- 
mitted to give frank answers in response 
to inquiries from the Congressional party. 

In addition to the Long Beach Naval 
tne other major installations 
which are to be closed as of 1 July are 

(Please turn to Page 699) 





House B-36 Report 
May Stir New Laws 


(For text of report “Unification and Strat- 
egy’”’ turn to page 708 of this issue.) 


Initiated late last year as a study into 
allegations concerning the Air Force’s 
B-36 program and expanded into dramatic 
testimony embracing inter-Service wran- 
gling on broad concepts of unification 
and strategy, the investigation by the 
House Armed Services Committee culmi- 
nated this week with the delayed release 
of a provocative report—itself the cause 
of “heated” dispute among committee 
members. 

One of the most important documents 
on the status of the Armed Services ta 
be made public recently, and published 
at length in today’s issue of THE JOURNAL, 
the report may instigate a top-level re- 
view of atomic warfare concepts and is 
certain to be followed by the introduc- 
tion of important Service legislation. 

Fundamentally, the conclusions of the 
Committee, propounded in a 56-page re- 
port and capped by a 33-point summation, 
evidence strong Congressional determina- 
tion to circumscribe the concentration of 
authority in the implementation of uni- 
fication. 

Throughout the report, there are re 
peated evidences of Congressional re- 
luctance to surrender responsibilities and 
recommendations which would restrict 
the authority of such groups as the Joint 
Weapons Systems Evaluation Board, the 
Department of Defense Management 
Committee and which weuld require 
Congressional consultation by the Secre- 
tary of Defense before appropriated funds 
are withheld by administrative act. 

It is recalled that the House Armed 
Services Committee, during the last ses- 
sion of Congress, led the successful legis- 
lative fight for funds which would have 
given the Air Force an additional 10 
groups. However, money for this expan- 
sion was ordered “impounded” by the 
President. Congressional contention has 
been that the Constitutional authoriza- 
tion to “raise and equip Armies” makes 
it necessary to provide some restrictions 
against the withholding of appropriated 
funds. 

Emphasizing that the Nation “can no 
longer afford lackadaisical planning or 
complacency as to its defenses,” the Com- 
mittee maintained that the National Se- 
curity Council should review the relation- 
ship to the national objectives of atomic 
warfare and present strategic planning. 

Such a study presumably would be 
aimed at a clarification of policies and 
would thwart public Service disputes on 
basic military strategy, such as occurred 
between the Navy and Air Force over 
strategic bombing. 

As for legislation, the Committee in- 
tends to press for a bill which will add 
the Commandant of the Marine Corps to 
membership on the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and which will require rotation of the 
position of Chairman of the JCS among 
the Services after a two-year term. 

A bill also will be introduced to require, 
within certain reasonable limits, that the 
Secretary of Defense confer with Con- 

(Please turn to Page 722) 
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national! strength.” 


Kansas City Star—“We can have peace with the 
Soviet Union, but only at the cost of maintaining our 


Chicago News—“Our diplomatic team is tired and 
frustrated, no doubt by circumstances beyond its con- 
trol. But we cannot accept fatigue and frustration 
as the inevitable course of our diplomacy.” 


Philadelphia Bulletin—“To meet the terror bomb St. 
menace the Secretary (Acheson) believes we will 
have to remain patient, calm and steady while in- 
creasing strength. Such dependence on strength in- 
stead of an accord which might be broken is not the 
counsel of cynicism, but of common sense informed 


by experience.” 


Syracuse Herald-Journal—“It is a waste of time to 


The Editors View the News 


let us be sure that however black the Russian record 
may read, ours is as clean and fair as we know how 


Army and Navy Journal 





to make it.” 


negotiate agreements with Stalin unless they are 


if any.” 


based on strength backed by force. The lesson is 
obvious: we must be strong and we must have the 
force to support whatever agreements are negotiated, 


Louis Post-Dispatch — “Still another effort 
should be made to come to an agreement with the 
Russians. ... Where we differ with Secretary Acheson 
is in his statement that agreement is not possible. 
Certainly agreement has not been possible in the 
past and it may not be possible in the future. But 


Grand Rapids Press—‘“The only kind of agreements 
with Russia that have any prospect of enduring the 
present era are the kind that we are in position to 
enforce through economic and military power.” 


Christian Science Monitor—“To sit tight on the 
Baruch plan, which assumed an American monopoly 
of the bomb, cannot suffice. It may be that no system 
of international controls can be devised. 
anyone dare assume that it is not worth one more 
attempt? Can America afford to say it won’t try?” 


But can 











Warrant Officers’ Appeal 

An appeal urging that the distribution 
of warrant officers to pay grades be ef- 
fected by Congress rather than left to 
the unlimited discretion of the Secretary 
of the Department concerned was made 
to Congress this week. 

A brief to this end was filed with the 
House Committee on Armed Services by 
Mr. Daniel S. Ring, of McDaniel & Ring, 
General Counsel of the Chief Warrant 
and Warrant Officers Association, U. S. 
Coast Guard. 

Mr. Ring submitted a suggested amend- 
ment to the Career Compensation Act 
which would provide distribution in war- 
cant grades by specific service qualifica- 
tions. 

“This amendment,” Mr. Ring said, “is 
Suggested because we believe that it is 
more equitable than the provision as it 
now exists. So long as the discretion is 
delegated to the executive branch of the 
government to assign and distribute war- 
rant and chief warrant officers to pay 
grades provided by Congress, there will 
exist the sense of insecurity and uncer- 
tainty among warrant and chief warrant 
officers which is completely lacking in- 
sofar as the commissioned officers are 
concerned. 

“The day an ensign is commissioned he 

knows what his pay grade is, because 
Congress has prescribed it; the day he 
is made a lieutenant, j.g.. he knows he 
will be paid as Congress has prescribed 
and so. on during his whole service. 
. “But with a warrant officer, he may 
find a more liberal administration pro- 
viding highly favorable assignments to 
pay grades in a more than satisfactory 
manner, only to be equally as subject 
later to highly unfavorable action by a 
more stringent administration. It is the 
position of the warrant officers that this 
matter is just as much the business of 
the legislative branch as is the fixing of 
the pay and the assignment to a pay 
grade of a junior clerk-typist in the ex- 
ecutive branch of the government. 

“We also feel an amendment is re- 
quired to forestall any possible hardships 
occuring in temporary appointments of 
warrant and chief warrant officers to 
commissioned ranks, where the pay and 
allowance for the latter rank might be 
less than for the permanent warrant 
Specialty held by the officer.” 

The amendments offered by Mr. Ring 
are as follows: 

That subsection (c) of Section 201 of 
the Career Compensation Act, 1949 be 
repealed and that the following distri- 
bution schedule be enacted in lieu 
thereof: 

“‘(c) For basic pay purposes, warrant of- 
ficers (including warrant officers heretofore 
retired) are hereby assigned by the rank or 
grade in which serving, whether under 
temporary or permanent appointment, to 
the various pay grades prescribed for war- 
rant officers by subsection (a) of this sec- 
tion, as follows: 

Pay Grade Qualifications 

W-4 Commissioned and Chief Warrant Offi- 
cers with twelve (12) or more years of 
commissioned service. 

Warrant Officers with more than six 
years warrant service and more than 
30 years cumulative service. 

W-3 Commissioned and Chief Warrant Offi- 
cers with more than six years and less 
than 12 years commissioned service. 
Warrant Officers with more than six 
years warrant service and more than 
twenty but less than thirty years 
cumulative service. 

W-2 Commissioned and Chief Warrant Offi- 
cers on original commissioning and 
with less than six years commissioned 
service. 

Warrant officers with more than six 





years warrant service but less than 
twenty years cumulative service. 

W-1 Warrant officers on original appoint- 
ment and with less than six years war- 
rant service, regardless of number of 
years of cumulative service. 

“In computing service for the above quali- 
fications for assignment to pay grades the 
following principles shall be applied: 

‘‘All commissioned service other than com- 
missioned warrant service shall be considered 
creditable at all times for assignment to Pay 
Grades W-2, W-3 and W-4. 

“Commissioned warrant service shall be 
considered creditable for assignment to pay 
grades only in accordance with commis- 
sioned warrant officers’ fitness reports sub- 
mitted for the period during which the rank 
is held. An unfavorable fitness report shall 
justify refusal of assignment to a more fav- 
orable pay grade. 

“Unfavorable fitness reports for warrant 
officers shall justify refusal of assignment 
of warrant officers to a more favorable pay 
grade. 

“For warrant officers, all time served in 
temporary commissioned service shall be 
deemed equivalent to warrant service.’’ 

Amend Section 515, subsection (a) of 
the Career Compensation Act, 1949, by 
adding thereto the following: 

‘“‘Provided further, that in the case of 
Commissioned Warrant and Warrant Officers 
temporarily promoted to commissioned rank 
under the provisions of the Act of 24 July, 
1941, they shall be entitled to the basic 
pay and allowances of their permanent 
grade in lieu of the basic pay and allow- 
ances of the commissioned rank to which 
promoted, if it is determined that the mone- 
tary benefits of the warrant specialty are 
greater than those of the temporary com- 
missioned rank, and 

“Provided further, that the offiecr con- 
cerned shall not be deprived of any increases 
in basic pay of the pay grade established 
under (a) above due to completion of a 
service longevity period while holding such 
temporary commission."’ 


Army Bill Discussed 

Testimony by Secretary of the Army 
Gordon Gray and General J. Lawton Col- 
lins, USA, Chief of Staff, supported by a 
letter from Secretary of Defense Louis 
Johnson, this week launched Congres- 
sional hearings on legislation to place the 
Army on a “sound statutory basis.” 

Urging enactment of H.R. 5794, Secre- 
tary Johnson said the bill “will permit 
the Secretary of the Army to make such 
organizational changes as may be neces- 
sary now or in the future to meet the re- 
quirements of the Army in carrying out 
its mission under the National Security 
Act of 1947 and Amendments thereto.” 

Secretary Gray, explaining that present 
Army organization has been adapted to 
present conditions and needs “solely under 
the authority of the First War Powers 
Act of 1941,” said that unless the new 
legislation is adopted the Department of 
the Army will have to revert “to the out- 
dated structure established by statute 
prior to 1941.” 

In his appeal for adoption of the meas- 
ure to give the Army “sound statutory 
basis,” General Collins said a study was 
undertaken two years ago looking to the 
development of legislation to provide an 
organization “which would take advan- 
tage of the lessons learned during the re- 
cent war and would be consistent with 
the important laws affecting the national 
military establishment that have been 
enacted since the cessation of hostilities.” 

One of the most important features of 
the legislation provides that except for 
the various corps of the Medical Depart- 
ment, to be renamed the Army Medical 
Service and the Judge Advocate General’s 
Corps, no branch is mandatory or perma- 
nent. Branches may be consolidated or 
abolished by the Secretary of the Army 
and new branches set up. 








Sec. Johnson Reports 


Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson 
has submitted to the Armed Services 
Committees of the Senate and the House 
a report of savings, absorbed costs and 
reductions in expenditures effected during 
the six months’ period from 1 July to 31 
Dec. 1949. 

This report is one chapter of the semi- 
annual report required under the provi- 
sions of the Unification Act of 1949. The 
remainder of the report is in the process 
of publication, but in view of the fact 
that it will probably be delayed for sev- 
eral weeks it was decided to issue the 
fiscal chapter in advance. 

The report discloses that savings thus 
far effected by the Defense Department 
are at an annual rate of three-quarters 
of a billion dollars a year. Mr. Johnson 
expects this annual rate to be increased 
to a billion dollars by 10 Aug. 1950. 

The report submitted covers not only 
these savings, but also absorbed costs 
and reductions, with the grand total of 
more than a billion and a half. In arriv- 
ing at this amount, Mr. Johnson com- 
pares it with the President’s Defense 
budget for the fiscal year of 1950 of $14.2 
billion, plus approximately $300 million 
of additional costs for which supplemen- 
tal appropriations would ordinarily have 
been requested. 

President Truman told a press confer- 
ence this week that the nation’s defenses 
are the best in peacetime history. He 
said there was no truth to criticism that 
cuts in military spending had weakened 
security. 

Actually the military appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1950 amounted to about 
$13.9 billion. With a budget ceiling of $13 
billion fixed for 1951 the Defense Depart- 
ment began early in the current fiscal 
year to cut back civilian and military per- 
sonnel and to make other savings. Much 
of the money so saved was utilized in 
meeting costs not included in the Military 
Appropriations Act for the current fiscal 
year and for the procurement of military 
equipment. 

Among the items of absorbed costs were 
$29 million required for civilian employes 
under the Classification Act of 1949, $339 
million for increases in military pay, $84 
mjllion added by wage board actions, $49 
million for the Berlin airlift during July 
and August of 1949 and $71 million for 
inactivation of installations and ships. 

In addition the revised 1950 program 
provides for the procurement of approxi- 
mately $165 million more in major mili- 
tary equipment than was contained in 
the original plans based on the 1950 mil- 
itary budget. 

Mr. Johnson states in his report that it 
was mandatory to effect material savings 
in the Department of Defense, first, to 
maintain a healthy national economy 
which made it essential to keep expendi- 
tures at the lowest level compatible with 
National Security; and second, in order 
to assure that money that would other- 
wise go into excessive overhead be used 
to increase combat effectiveness. 

Mr. Johnson contends that the country 
will have more and better defense for 
the expenditure of $13 billion in 1951 than 
it would have had under the proposed ex- 
penditure of $14.5 billion under the origi- 
nal estimates for 1950. He calls attention 
to the fact that the cost of maintaining an 
additional Navy carrier will be met from 
savings made elsewhere in the Naval es- 
tablishment. 

As another illustration of improved de- 
fense for less money the Secretary points 
to the fact that the Army now has 4,400 
more men in combat units than it had 





| onl July 1949, despite the fact that the 


overall strength of the Army has de- 
creased by 20,000 since July. 

The Secretary said the readiness of the 
Fleet had been improved. It is manned 
at 67 per cent of its wartime strength 
with trained personnel, whereas 18 
months ago a larger active fleet in ships 
and men was manned at 61 per cent of 
wartime strength, with many ships immo- 
bilized or in a reduced operational status 
because of a heavy turnover of personnel, 
and a serious imbalance in skills and 
occupations. 

On 1 Jan. 1948 the Finletter Commis- 
sion recommended an Air Force of 70 
groups manned by 401,000 men. At that 
time, Mr. Johnson asserts, there were 
337,000 men in the Air Force for 55 pro- 
grammed groups. Today, due to require- 
ments for the radar screen and functions 
taken over from the Army, 502,000 men 
would be needed for a force of 70 groups 
or its equivalent. Today, Mr. Johnson 
points out, there are in the Air Force 
416,000 men, manning 48 groups which, 
because of organizational changes, would 
be the equivalent of 52% groups of the 
type proposed by the Finletter Commis- 
sion. Each group now comprises substan- 
tially more planes than originally con- 
templated. 

The Secretary said that because of 
economies effected in the current fiscal 
year plans for 1951 have been modified 
to provide more powerful military forces 
at no increase in expense. AS compared 
with original estimates submitted by the 
military departments on 1 Aug. 1949 it has 
been found possible, the Secretary states, 
to increase proposed Naval strength by 
three attack carriers, three carrier air 
groups, one cruiser and one battleship 
in reduced commission, It is understood 
that the original budget prepared in 
August 1949 provided for decommission- 
ing the battleship Missouri, but a month 
later it was revised to provide for its con- 
tinuance in service. Recently it was de- 
cided to place it in reduced commission. 

Savings will also make possible the in- 
crease in the Marine Corps combat 
strength from six battalions to two divi- 
sions, which means an increase of two 
battalions, and a corresponding reduction 
in overhead. The Army will have ten divi- 
sions instead of nine, as originally con- 
templated, and two additional anti-air- 
craft battalions. The Air Force will in- 
crease the number of planes in each of 
three additional bomber groups. 

Since 1 Aug. 1949, $150 million was 
added to aircraft procurement for the Air 
Force and $50 million for the Navy. A 200 
per cent increase in allocation for anti- 
submarine equipment was provided, and 
700,000 flying hours were added for oper- 
ation of combat type units in the Navy. 
Allocations to civilian components were 
materially increased. A $41 million in- 
crease was made in Army materiel pro- 
curement. 

The major items in the summary of 
savings and reductions effected include 
military personnel costs, maintenance and 
operation, major procurement, public 
works construction, Reserve forces, other 
military requirements and establishment- 
wide activities. 





Post Engineer 

Lt. Col, Joseph E. Veale has been named 
Post Engineer at Ft. Sam Houston, Tex., 
succeeding Lt. Col. Kelso D. Vernor, it 
was announced by Col. Eustis L. Poland, 
deputy post commander. Colonel Veale 
reported to Ft. Sam Houston from Jack- 
sonville, Fla. 
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Army Report to Industry 

Progress in equipping the Army with 
modern weapons was discussed by Gen- 
eral J. Lawton Collins, Chief of Staff of 
the Army, in an address 27 Feb., before 
the Fourth National Industry-Army Con- 
ference held at New Orleans. 

General Collins revealed that the police 
states have about 40,000 medium and 
heavy tanks against our 6,000 combat- 
worthy tanks. He said, however, that we 
have what we believe to be the best light 
tank in the world and are awaiting de- 
livery of a sufficient quantity to equip our 
divisions and smaller units. We also have 
a prototype of a new medium tank which 
we plan to bring into production soon. 
As to heavy tanks, we are working on 
designs but are going to further test the 
fire power of our light and medium ve- 
hicles before deciding to produce the 
heavies. 

General Collins also discussed the need 
for close tactical air support of ground 
troops and the importance of further de- 
veloping airborne equipment and tactics. 

Praises Army Men 

Reporting on the state of the Army, 
the Chief of Staff praised what he had 
seen in his trips to Europe and the Far 
East and declared that “we have the 
best men in the Army today that we have 
ever had in peacetime and, although we 
have a number of critical equipment 
problems yet to solve, I can assure you 
that our troops, with the equipment that 
they have, would give a good account of 
themselves if we were attacked.” 

In his address, General Collins said: 

‘‘We have abandoned our former relation- 
ship with industry under which the Army 
set forth detailed specifications for the de- 
velopment of desired items which we relied 
upon industry to meet. As a result of our 
experience, we establish objectives rather 
than detailed specifications. Thus we have 
entered into a partnership which permits us 
to keep industry constantly aware of our 
changing requirements and thereby to draw 
in the most efficient manner upon the ac- 
cumulated technical know-how and ingenuity 
of our civilian partners in the development 
of military equipment. 

‘‘We in the Army are cooperating with in- 
dustry in the simplification and standardiza- 
tion of common items. For we recognize that 
in spite of our tremendous resources and pro- 
ductive capability, we can hope to meet the 
ravenous demands of war only by reducing 
the number of types and sizes of weapons 
and equipment and by simplifying their de- 
sign and manufacture. 

“The Army is directing its efforts in this 
field in two principal directions: First, we 
are conducting a continuing review of our 
needs in order to minimize our requirements. 
Second, we are integrating our research and 
development activities and we have achieved 
an encouraging degree of standardization in 
military items. I am confident that these and 
related activities will simplify the task of 
fulfilling the heavy demands which we must 
place upon industry. 

“Of course, we cannot afford to place the 
same emphasis upon peacetime military pro- 
duction as can the police states—we must 
depend instead upon producing superior 
equipment in limited quantities that can be 
mass-produced in time of emergency. 

“This is true, for example, in the fleld of 
tanks where our need for modern equipment 
is most critical. At the present time, the 
police states have amassed a total of more 
than 40,000 medium and heavy tanks of all 
types. In contrast to this, we have approxi- 
mately 6,000 combat-worthy tanks of light 
and medium varieties and, except for proto- 
types, we have not purchased a single new 
tank since the end of the war. 

“‘We have, however, undertaken a long- 
range tank program based upon an exhaustive 
analysis of our own tanks and those of other 
nations. Under our Balanced Tank Program, 
we propose the development and limited pro- 
duction of a family of tanks superior to those 
of any possible future enemy, and the es- 
tablishment of modest production facilities 
capable of rapid expansion in the event of 
an emergency. 

Best Light Tank 

‘“‘We now have what we believe is the best 
light tank in the world and we are now 
awaiting delivery of a sufficient quantity to 
equip our divisions and smaller units with 
these fine new weapons. We also have the 
prototype of a new medium tank which we 
Plan to bring into limited production at an 
early date. And to round out our concept 
of a family of tanks, we have designs for 
a heavy tank. However, we are not going to 
build any heavy tanks until we are sure that 
we cannot knock out the heaviest of heavies 
with the improved guns and ammunition of 
our new light and medium tanks. We are not 
going to spend money on heavy tanks simply 
because the ‘other fellow’ has them. 

“In the vital field of antiaircraft, the ad- 
vent of jet aircraft has required radical de- 
partures from World War II equipment. The 
continuing development of planes which at- 
tain ever-increasing speeds has further em- 
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phasized need for new counterweapons. * * * 

“Our best answer to date for the threat 
posed by aircraft at short and medium ranges 
is the new 75mm ‘Skysweeper’ gun. This 
weapon has been developed to replace the 
present standard 40mm AA gun of World 
War II fame which does not have sufficiently 
sensitive fire control, sufficient range, or 
sufficient destructive effect to engage modern 
aircraft. * * * 

“It is becoming increasingly clear, how- 
ever, that we are approaching practical limits 
in the development of conventional antiair- 
craft weapons and that we must look for 
more promising means of meeting our fore- 
seeable requirements. For that reason, we 
are placing renewed emphasis upon antiair- 
craft rockets and guided missiles. * * * 

“Another field in which we are tremen- 
dously interested is airborne operations. I 
had the privilege of commanding two of our 
great airborne divisions in the initial landing 
in Normandy and they did vital fighting in 
the quick seizure of our bridgehead and in 
cutting off the port of Cherbourg. * * * 

‘“‘We are working very closely with the Air 
Force in a joint effort to solve our mutual 
problems. Among the specific improvements 
we have made is the prototype of an airplane 
that can carry a tank. This is a significant 
achievement, since our inability to deliver 
tanks by air was one of the greatest weak- 
nesses of our airborne operations of World 
War II. This plane can carry 240 men, or 
50,000 pounds of cargo. * * * 

“TI must emphasize, however, that we are 
far from meeting our requirements. Our air- 
borne troops must have more fire power, an 
airborne tank that some day we may be able 
to drop by parachute, and greater artillery 
support, including airborne antiaircraft 
weapons for our paratroopers after they hit 
the ground. 

“Our experience in the last war clearly in- 
dicated the vital necessity for tactical air 
support In the conduct of ground operations. 
As a matter of fact, tactical air support really 
is the ‘artillery’ of airborne operations. 

“During the past war, excellent rapport 
was enjoyed between the Army and Industry. 
But without the urgency of war, we in the 
Army, and you in Industry, must guard 
against the tendency to become preoccupied 
with our own individual problems and to go 
our separate ways. Cooperative activities such 
as this Industry-Army Conference will con- 
tribute greatly toward continuing this rap- 
port, and we in the military are extremely 
grateful for the opportunity to participate. 

“For we have learned that without indus- 
trial preparedness, military forces alone are 
impotent. We are convinced that if war 
should ever come again, our great produc- 
tive capacity and the proven ingenuity of our 
men of industry would assure us the means 
we would need to attain ultimate victory. 

‘“‘We in the military are fully aware that 
preparedness planning with its attendant ad- 
vantages would be impossible without the 
active and enthusiastic cooperation of private 
industry. And we are deeply appreciative of 
the substantial contributions which you have 
made to the security of our nation, often at 
considerable sacrifice.’’ 





Strategic Striking Force 
Warning that “it will soon be a Russian 
capability to launch an atomic attack in 
significant strength,” General Muir S. 
Fairchild, USAF Vice Chief of Staff, has 
told Congress that “it is in our strategic 
striking force that we must put primary 
reliance for protection of our homeland.” 
General Fairchild’s testimony before a 
House Appropriations Subcommittee, 
made public yesterday, 3 March, empha- 
sizes that “the Air Force gives first 
priority to maintaining, modernizing, 


manning, supporting and training for im- | 


mediate effectiveness our strategic strik- 
ing force.” 

The following are excerpts from Gene- 
ral Fairchild’s statement to the key 
Congressional group: 

The period, which we all realized must 
some day come, when intercontinental air 
warfare would be a possibility is now at hand. 
The determination as to whether this inter- 
continental air warfare will employ atomic 
weapons is no longer a matter for sole de- 
cision by this country. 

It seems that it will soon be a Russian capa- 
bility to launch an atomic attack in signifi- 
cant strength. Thus, if a future conflict should 
ever occur, it might well be initiated by an 
intense period of atomic warfare. Air Force 
thought and action is oriented about the con- 
cept that our primary effort must be directed 
toward providing the means of surviving such 
an atomic phase, not only without disaster, 
but so that our relative strength would be 
such that we may mobilize and bring to bear 
any forces that may be required to assure 
victory. 

Strategic Striking Force 

Of first importance in this regard is our 
retaliatory strategic striking force. Indeed, 
its continued effective, efficient existence is 
the greatest deterrent against the possibility 
of occurrence of another great conflict. If, 
through the grave miscalculation of others, 
such a conflict should nevertheless occur, it 
is in our strategic striking force that we must 
put primary reliance for protection of our 
homeland by the destruction of the bases and 
remaining aircraft of the long-range force 
directed against us and for so reducing en- 


|} e€my capacity to support his war effort that 


we may gain the time required for ultimate 


| victory. It is for these reasons that, within 


the means available to us, the Air Force gives 
first priority to maintaining, modernizing, 
manning, supporting, and training for im- 
mediate effectiveness our strategic striking 
force. However, in spite of its priority, we 
have been careful that this force should not 
absorb a disproportionate share of our re- 
sources. In fact, it contains only 18 of our 48 
groups, and it has assigned to it only 16 per- 
cent of our total Air Force military person- 
nel. 
Air Defense of the United States 

Following this first priority objective, but 
with importance and priority nearly as great, 
is the structure and organization for the air 
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defense of continental United States and gur 
essential bases outside the country. If we 
could foresee the possibility of achieving 100 
percent effectiveness against enemy air at- 
tack through any system of air defense tech- 
nologically and economically feasible, we 
might be inclined to reverse these priorities. 
However, that is not now the case, nor does 
it seem an attainable objective within the 
foreseeable future. Nevertheless, we must 
provide the greatest degree of air defense 
attainable, within the means available to us, 
for the bases and aircraft of our vital retalia- 
tory striking force, for the people, cities, and 
industrial structure of the country, and for 
our seat of government, 

We must as soon as practicable get our air- 
defense system into full operation and place 
it on a 24-hour-alert basis. 

During the current fiscal year, we are mov- 
ing in that direction. The Congress at the 
last session authorized us to divert: $50,000,- 
000 from other approved projects to make a 
start on the indispensable radar screen for 
continental United States in Alaska. In spite 
of our natural reluctance to divert funds in- 
tended for other purposes, this diversion has 
been accomplished because of the urgency 
and importance of providing this facility, 
without which no air defense nor even warn- 
ing for our people of impending air attack 
is possible. 

The availability of forces for the air sup- 
port of the Army and the Navy wiil permit 
the peacetime development of tactics and doc- 
trines for such support as may be required 
in the event of war. However, these forces 
are not adequate for the support of any 
large-scale surface operation immediately 
upon the outbreak of hostilities. 

I feel it important to stress the vital im- 
portance of a sound relationship between a 
force in being, equipped with currently avail- 
able aircraft and weapons, and the develop- 
ment of such equipment and weapons for the 
future. An aggressor can point toward a defi- 
nite time when he desires to have his great- 
est capability. A nation such as the United 
States, which is never the aggressor, can- 
not. We must have minimum forces in being, 
with equipment as modern as can be afforded. 
On the other hand, we must place such em- 
phasis upon development as will permit us 
in the future to exceed in quality the wea- 
pons of a possible enemy. 

In terms of modernization of that force, 
fiscal year 1951 will see the introduction of 
additional jet fighter aircraft and the com- 
plete equipping of three of the four heavy 
bombardment wings and two strategic re- 
connaissance wings, with the B-36 aircraft re- 
placing the old B-29’s. In addition, the fourth 
heavy bombardment wing will be in process 
of conversion by the end of fiscal year 1951. 

The most careful consideration has been 
given to the composition, size, and equipment 
for the forces to be maintained within the 
funds allocated us. The detailed justification 
for the complex parts of the structure sup- 
porting this force will be presented to you 
as these hearings progress. I can state, how- 
ever, that this structure and the units them- 
selves have been pared to a minimum level. 
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Air Transport Needs 


Prompt initiation of a program of pur- 
chasing prototypes of advanced transport 
aircraft was urged 27 Feb. by Admiral 
DeWitt C. Ramsey, USN-Ret., President 
of the Aircraft Industries Association. 

In a statement to the House Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Admiral Ramsey stated, “Our leadership 
in air transport is in jeopardy unless 
some positive action is taken.” Already 
jet transports are flying in Great Britain 
and Canada while in contrast no Amer- 
ican manufacturer has yet announced a 
design for such aircraft available for sale 
to the airlines, the statement said. 

Greatly increased speeds will be re- 
quired to move high priority personnel 
and cargo in any future emergency so 
that the required high-speed planes 
should be under development now if they 
are to be ready on time, he declared. 

“It will take from two to four years 
to design and build specialized military 
transports capable of high speeds and an- 
other two years to test them and perfect 
the craft for production,” Admiral 
Ramsey said. 

American manufacturers have been un- 
able to develop jet transports because no 
orders were available from the airlines 
nor was any government agency willing 
to underwrite the cost. The cost of devel- 
oping the first prototype might easily 
exceed the entire working capital of any 
American manufacturer, the statement 
said. 

Admiral Ramsey also called upon the 
Congress to provide wholehearted sup- 
port to the program for the development 
of modern and effective all-weather fly- 
ing and air traffic control procedures. 
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Reassign Army Generals 


The Army announced this week that 
the initial session of the re-established 
Army War College will begin about 1 
Oct. at Ft. Leavenworth, Kans., and said 
that Maj. Gen. Joseph M. Swing, Com- 
mandant of the Ft. Sill, Okla., Artillery 
Center since April 1949, will be the 
Commandant. 

At the same time, it was reported that 
Maj. Gen. Arthur McKinley Harper, 
assigned to the Office of the Military 
Attache, London, will succeed General 
Swing, who takes up his new duties on 
1 April. 

Named as Assistant Commandant of 
the Army War College was Brig. Gen. 
Arthur G. Trudeau, commander of the 
First Constabularly Brigade in Germany. 

The first class at the College will have 
an enrollment of 100 officers and will be 
of about 10 months’ duration. 

Re-establishment of the Army War Col- 
lege at the apex of the Army educational 
system, was announced 12 Dec., 1949, to 
fill a gap that has existed since the 
former Army War College was converted 
into the National War College in 1946. 
Ft. Leavenworth was selected for the 
first session pending approval of a perma- 
nent site for the College. 

Emphasis will be given in the College 
to training officers for duty at Army 
Headquarters. Instruction also will in- 
clude the duties of commanders and staffs 
of other high Army echelons such as 
Army groups, theater, and Army head- 
quarters. 

General Swing, the new Commandant, 
is a graduate of West Point in 1915, the 
Command and General Staff College in 
1927, and the Army War College in 
Washington, D. C., in 1935. He com- 
manded the 11th Airborne Division in 
campaigns in the Ormoc corridor, south- 
ern Leyte and the liberation of the 
Philippines. Troops of the 11th Airborne 
were the first to occupy defeated Japan, 
and General Swing became commander 
of the I Corps with headquarters at 
Kyoto, Japan, with a zone of responsi- 
bility covering approximately one-third 
of Japan’s geographical area and about 
one-third of its population. 





General Byers Cited 


“For distinguished service in the South- 
west Pacific Area,” Maj. Gen. Clovis A. 
Byers, USA, Deputy Chief, Personnel and 
Administration, has been awarded the 
Order of the British Empire. The presen- 
tation was made recently in Washington, 
D. C., by the Hon. Norman J. O. Makin, 
Australian Ambassador to the United 
States. 





Army Mutual Aid 
The Army Mutual Aid Association re- 
ceived 28 applications for membership 
during the past week. No insurance bene- 
fits were paid during the week. 
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Little Leavenworth 


Lt. Gen. Henry S. Aurand, Command- 
ing General, U. S. Army, Pacific, has 
announced the appointment of the staff 
and faculty to conduct Phase II of the 
“Little Leavenworth” Special Associate 
Course, Command and General Staff Col- 
lege, which will be held at Maluhia, Ft. 
De Russy, from 12 to 25 March. 

School commandant is Col. W. J. Baird, 
with Lt. Col. Lester S. Bork as assistant. 
Lt. Col. Paul Clark, jr., is director of 
instruction, Maj. Drury Melone, adjutant, 
and Lt. George A. Barrows, supply officer. 

The following USARPAC staff officers 
will act as senior instructors in special 
courses for which they are particularly 
qualified: Cols. Robert N. Young, Kendall 
J. Fielder, John L. Chamberlain, Max 
Johnson and Malin Craig, jr.; Lt. Cols. 
John Steele, John Minton, Eugene A. 
Salet, P. J. Ritchie, Thomas O. Blackeney, 
Thomas B. Roelofs and Walter M. Hig- 
gins, jr.; Maj. David Dingeman, and Capt. 
John Mabbett. 





Military Police Trophy 

Award of the Army’s Military Police 
trophy to the Headquarters and Head- 
quarters Detachment, 168th Military Po- 
lice Battalion of Nashville, Tenn., for 
being the leading team in the 1949 Na- 
tional Guard M.P. pistol matches has 
been announced. The trophy is donated 
by the Provost Marshal General of the 
Army. 

The Tennessee unit marked up a total 
score of 1543 points out of a possible 1770. 
The individual high scorer, Sgt. FCI. 
George M. Pope, a member of the team, 
scored 321 points out of a possible 350. 
He will be awarded a trophy cup. Other 
members of the team who will receive 
silver medals include 1st Lt. William T. 
Alexander, 315; Capt. Wilbern A. Dorris, 
307; Cpl. Charles R. Hilton, 303, and M. 
Sgt. Bennie E. Garnand, 297 points. 





Army Reserve Retirements 


Having completed 20 years creditable 
service and having attained the age of 
60, the following Reserve officers have 
been placed on the Retired List and will 
receive pay under provisions of Public 
Law 810: 

Col S K Hornbeck 
Col R F Sackett 
Capt J L Wall 

Maj A B Cole 

Maj G D Crowell 
Chap (Lt Col) H L 

Hoover 
Capt Ernest R Smith 
Capt F G Coolidge 
Col E H Seifert 
Maj T B Thomas 
Lt Col F A Tillman 
Lt Col E M Webster 
Lt Col C M Strotz 


Col W B Rosevear 

Lt Col John P Clark 

Maj J M Graham 

Col C E Yount 

Col John T King 

Lt Col F E Stockwell 

Maj J J Cummings 

Capt C H Nammack 

Maj A W Yereance 

Lt Col H C W S de 
Brun 

Capt Frank P Wilson 

Maj W A Fletcher 

Maj R Robbins 
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Army Reorganization 

A reorganization of the General and 
Special Staff of the Department of the 
Army, with the elimination of one Gen- 
eral Staff Division and one Special Staff 
Division, and the reassignment of some 
of the functions of others, became effec- 
tive on 1 March. 

Under the new directive, issued by 
Secretary of the Army Gordon Gray, the 
Organization and Training Division of the 
General Staff and the Special Services 
Division of the Special Staff are abolished. 
The heads of the remaining four General 
Staff Divisions resume their former titles 
of Assistant Chiefs of Staff, with the nu- 
merical designations which were discon- 
tinued in a major reorganization nearly 
four years ago. 

With the new reorganization the Di- 
rector of Plans and Administration be- 
comes Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1, Per- 
sonnel; the Director of Intelligence be- 
comes Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, In- 
telligence; the Director of Plans and Op- 
erations becomes Assistant Chief of Staff, 
G-3, Operations; and the Director of Log- 
istics becomes Assistant Chief of Staff, 
G-4, Logistics. The Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Plans and Combat Operations is re- 
designated Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Plans. 

With the abolishment of the Organiza- 
tion and Training Division its man-power 
control functions have been transferred 
to the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1, Per- 
sonnel. Most of its organization and train- 
ing functions were decentralized to the 
Chief of the Army Field Forces. Over- 
all policy control, planning, review of 
training doctrine and other remaining 
functions were assigned to the Assistant 
Chief of Staff, G-3, Operations. 

Functions of the Special Services Divi- 
sion have been absorbed by the Office of 
The Adjutant General of the Army. On 
1 July 1950 all procurement and supply 
functions previously exercised by the 
Special Services Division will be trans- 
ferred from The Adjutant General to The 
Quartermaster General. 

The Office of the Chief of Finance, 
heretofore directly under the Army 
Comptroller, again becomes a separate 
agency of the Special Staff, but certain 
of its functions will continue under the 
supervision of the Comptroller. 

The Legislative Liaison Division, for- 
merly a part of the Office of the Chief 
of Information, becomes an independent 
agency. The Public Information Division 
and the Troop Education and Informa- 
tion Division will be discontinued as sepa- 
rate staff divisions, but will be maintained 
as divisions of the Office of the Chief of 
Information. 

Procurement and research and devel- 
opment functions of the Transportation 
Corps will be reassigned to other Techni- 
cal Services not later than 1 July 1950. 

Maj. Gen. Thomas W. Herren, until this 
week Chief of Special Services Division, 
became Commandant of the Military Dis- 
trict of Washington on 1 Mar. No new 
assignment has been announced for Maj. 
Gen. Clift Andrus, former Chief of the 
Organization and Training Division. 

In announcing this reorganization Sec- 


retary Gray said that the changes are not 
major in nature, and that while some 
economies will result they will not be 
substantial. 

The changes announced reverse some 
of the decisions made in the major post- 
war staff reorganization which became 
effective on 11 June 1946. At that time 
the designation of the head of each Gen- 
eral Staff Division was changed from 
Assistant Chief of Staff to Director, and 
each director was authorized to direct 
the activities assigned to his division, and 
in doing so to issue orders in the name 
of the Chief of Staff. This was a marked 
departure from the traditional theory, 
not always followed, that the General 
Staff was a planning body, not directly 
involved in current operations. The 1946 
reorganization made it frankly an operat- 
ing agenccy. 

The return to previous designations of 
the heads of the General Staff Divisions 
would seem to imply a decrease in em- 
phasis on operating functions. It might 
mean a return to previous procedure un- 
der which heads of General Staff Divi- 
sions recommended appropriate action, 
but did not actually issue orders. 





Gen. Collins at Ft. Bliss 

“Fort Bliss will play an ever increasing 
part as a training center as our Guided 
Missile program is developed,” General 
J. Lawton Collins, Army Chief of Staff, 
stated at a press conference during his 
two-day visit this week to the Texas Post. 

Landing at Biggs Field, 20 Feb., the 
Army Chief of Staff was met by Maj. Gen. 
J. L. Homer, Commanding General of 
Fort Bliss, Brig Gen. J. D. Palmer, Assis- 
tant Commandant of the Antiaircraft and 
Guided Missiles Branch of The Artillery 
School, Col. Bryan L. Milburn, Fort Bliss 
chief of staff, and Brig. Gen. D. W. Hut- 
chison, Commanding General of Biggs 
Air Force Base. 

Stating that the small cut in personnel 
this year was balanced by the acquisition 
of new equipment, especially light tanks 
and sky-sweepers, General Collins de- 
clared that the U. S. Army is in better 
shape than three years ago. On the first 
day of his visit, the General conferred 
with General Homer, flew over the Fort 
Bliss reservation and ranges in order to 
get a more comprehensive idea of the 
terrain formations and range facilities, 
held a press conference, and spoke to a 
selected group of officers and “first three 
graders” assigned to the post. 

The following day, the Army Chief mo- 
tored to Fort Bliss ranges to see a dem- 
onstration of antiaircraft firing and later 
watched the launching of an “Aerobee” 
rocket at White Sands Proving Ground. 
He departed on the evening of 21 Feb. for 
the return to Washington. 


Commands MDW 


Maj. Gen. Thomas W. Herren has been 
named Commanding General, Military 
District of Washington. General Herren, 
who has been Chief of Special Services 
for the Army since Aug. 1949, assumed 
his new post on 1 March. 

Col. John T. Cole has commanded the 
Military District of Washington, since 
last Aug., when he succeeded Maj. Gen. 
Hobart R. Gay, now in command of the 
First Cavalry Division. 
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RCA “Official at USNA 


Mr. Sidney Sparks, Vice President in 
charge of Commercial Activities of the 
Radio Corporation of America, recently 
addressed the Applied Communication 
group at the Naval Postgraduate School, 
Annapolis, Md. His lecture on “The Role 
of Internationai Telegraph Companies in 
Military Communications” was a general 
discussion of the interrelation of the com- 
mercial and military communication net- 
works for the greatest efficiency and econ- 
omy of operation. 

Mr. Sparks was first employed in com- 
mercial operations with Western Union 
in 1915, He remained with this company 
until] 1942 serving in the traffic, engineer- 
ing and commercial departments during 
this time. He went on active duty with 
the U. S. Army Signal Corps in 1942 and 
remained on active duty until late 1945, 
leaving the Army with the rank of lieu- 
tenant colonel. 





Navy Promotion Hearings 


Because of a death in the family of 
Representative Overton Brooks (D-La.), 
chairman of a House Armed Services 
subcommittee, hearings on legislation 
which would provide authorization for 
the promotion of certain Naval officers 
who failed of advancement during the 
war were not held this week. 

It is anticipated that testimony will 
be resumed next week, when it is ex- 
pected that Under Secretary of the Navy 
Dan Kimball and ranking Naval officers 
will be called upon to amplify the Navy’s 
opposition to the measure. 





Nominate Rear Admirals 


The President this week nominated one 
Line, two Medical Corps and two Supply 
Corps captains to be rear admirals, as 
follows: Harry B. Jarrett, Frederick C. 
Greaves, MC: John Q. Owsley, MC; 
Charles L. Austin, SC; and George F. 
Yoran, SC. 


Keep up with your friends by reading the 
Army and Navy Journal each week. 
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What are your Plans 
for the Future? 


A large number of retired mem- 
bers of the Armed Forces and 
others separated from service since 
the war are now among our Com- 
pany's leading life underwriters. 
These men have found for them- 
selves as career life underwriters, 
a business of their own that pro- 
vides permanency, independence, 
and a high income. Such an op- 
portunity may be yours. 


We invite you to write us direct 
for full information on the career 
opportunities in life insurance sell- 
ing with our Company. We may 
have an office where you are now 
located. Consult your phone book 
and call our local branch manager. 

Agency offices in 30 states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto 
Rico. Insurance in force over $900,- 
000,000. Assets over $242,000,000. 
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Flag Changes 

New duty orders for five flag officers 
were announced this week by the Navy. 

Rear Adm. Thomas S. Combs, now serv- 
ing as Commander, Carrier Division Two, 
Atlantic Fleet, will become Chief of Staff 
and Aide to Admiral William M. Fech- 
teler, new Commander in Chief of the 
Atlantic and Atlantic Fleet. 

Rear Adm. Hugh H. Goodwin, now serv- 
ing as Chief of Staff and Aide to Ad- 
miral Fechteler, will become Chief of 
Staff and Aide to the President of the 
Naval War College at Newport, R. I. He 
relieves Rear Adm. Charles R. Brown who 
was previously detached without relief. 

Rear Adm, William L. Rees, who has 
been on duty with the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, will succeed Admiral Combs as 
Commander of Carrier Division Two. No 
relief was named for Adimarl Rees. 


Rear Adm. Malcolm F. Schoeffel, who 
has been serving as Commander, Carrier 
Division Six, Atlantic Fleet, will become 
Commander of the Naval Air Test Center 
at Patuxent, Md. The command had been 
vacant since last year when Rear Adm. 
Apollo Soucek was detached without re- 
lief. No relief was named for Admiral 
Schoeffel. 

Rear Adm. John M. Higgins, Chief of 
Staff and Aide to Commander, Training 
Command, Pacific Fleet, will take over 
a new command, Cruiser Division Five, in 
the Pacific. 





Capt. Brown Assumes Blame 


Capt. William D. Brown, former com- 
manding officer of the battleship Mis- 
souri, told a Naval court of inquiry this 
week that he felt strongly that he “could 
have, and should have, kept the ship in 
deep water,” when it ran aground on a 
Chesapeake Bay mudbank. 

“T and I alone,” he said, “bear the sole 
responsibility.” He told the court that “as 
captain of the ship, it was my duty to 
keep her safe and secure. I didn’t do it.” 

Earlier in the court sessions he had 
testified that he felt “utterly alone” as 
far as assistance from his team of officers 
was concerned. 

Reading from a prepared statement 
this week, he said, “as concerns my 
subordinates, whose conduct of duty has 
been questioned here, I trust that the 
court will view their performance in the 
light of day-to-day practice, and not in 
any sense connected with the grounding 
of the ship.” 

He added that “in any further dealing 
with them which I hope may not be 
necessary, I trust also that the court will 
take into full consideration the fact that 
the ship had been in the shipyard (at 
Norfolk) for a long period of time and 
that all hands were obviously and neces- 
sarily rusty.” 

The decision to place the ship on the 
course which ended in her grounding, 
was made by him, Captain Brown said, 
“without the positive concurrence of any- 
one in the ship. As the court well knows, 
that decision was made on the basis of 
my firm conviction ... uncontested... 
that the spar buoys marked the exit of 
the acoustic range.” The Missouri was 
attempting to run a secret Navy sounding 
range at the time of the mishap. 
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Marine Corps Aviation 

The House Armed Services Committee 
declared this week that “a much closer 
relationship should be established be- 
tween Marine Corps aviators, the Army 
Field Forces and the Air Force.” This 
statement was made in the report on 
the B-36 hearings, the text of which is 
published elsewhere in this issue. 

“Providing close air support to troops 
has long been a specialty of the Marine 
Corps,” the Committee reported ob- 
served. “The testimony reveals clearly 
that its doctrines of troop support are 
markedly divergent from those with 
which the Air Force and the Army have 
been closely associated heretofore. 

“No sound reason could appear to exist 
why these three similar functions in the 
Armed Forces cannot derive, from close 
field training, one with the other, mu- 
tually helpful doctrines and professional 
experience which would be a lasting con- 
tribution to the fighting efficiency of the 
Services. 

“At the very least,” the report con- 
tinued, “the inauguration of such joint 
training on a continuing basis could not 
avoid easing to a large degree the un- 
necessary, unwarranted and hurtful ten- 
sions and suspicions which have long im- 
paired relations between the Army and 
the Marine Corps, and between the Air 
Force and Marine Corps aviation.” 


“President’s Own”? Band 


The United States Marine Corps Band, 
commonly referred to as the “President’s 
Own,” will travel to Lexington, Mass., 
next month without the approval of 
President Truman. 

A bill to allow the band to make the 
trip to Massachusetts, where it will play 
at the 175th anniversary celebration of 
the battle of Lexington on 16 April, be- 
came law last week without having been 
signed by the President. 

White House sources said that the cost 
of trips made by the band ran rather 
high and that requests came in so fre- 
quently that the President was not dis- 
posed to sign the bill but did not want 
to prevent the band from making the 
trips. 








Marine Retrenchments 


The Marine Corps will retain eight bat- 
talions during the coming year as a re- 
sult of plans submitted to and approved 
by Defense Secretary Louis Johnson. 
Meanwhile, the ARMY AND Navy JOURNAL 
learned, the Marines are awaiting a deci- 
sion on a similar plan which would permit 
them to operate a greater number of air 
squadrons than those previously decided 
on under Navy cutbacks. Both plans were 
submitted with the Corps’ assurance that 
the “extra” battalions and squadrons 
could be maintained and operated within 
the previously established monetary and 
manpower ceilings. 


Writer Gets MCROA Job 


Maj. Andrew Geer, USMCR, author and 
writer, has been named Western Vice 
President of the Marine Corps Reserve 
Officers’ Association. 

The announcement, made by Col. Mel- 
vin J. Maas, National President of the 
organization, said that Lt. Robert E. V. 
Johnson of San Antonio, Tex., had been 
named Southwestern Representative of 
the Association. He will work under the 
direction of Col. Victor Barraco, MCROA 
Board Member for the 8th Reserve 
District. 

Both officers served overseas with the 
Marine Corps during World War II. 





Visits Marine Base 


Brig. Gen. R. A. Riddell, Chief of Staff 
to the Chief of Combined Operations, 
United Kingdom, arrived this week for 
a visit at the Marine Corps Schools, 
Quantico, Va. 

The British officer will view training 
facilities and methods of instruction at 
the Marine base. 
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Reserve Selection Boards 


Approximately 52,000 Naval Reserve 


officers will be considered for promotion 
in 1950. 

The schedule for 24 Naval selection 
boards, to meet during June, July, and 
August, this vear, were announced this 
week by the Navy. 

Promotions will range through the 
grades of Captain to Lieutenant, with 


four of the boards selecting line officers, 
and 20 picking Staff Corps officers. 
23.000 Re- 


Last year, approximately 
serve officers were recommended for pro- 
motion. Naval Reserve officers on ex- 
tended active duty under the Regular 


Navy appropriations are not considered 
by the Reserve Boards, but are consid- 
ered for promotion along with their 
Regular Navy contemporaries. 

The first 1950 boards will convene on 
5 June, with the last boards scheduled 
to meet on 28 August. 

The schedule is: 

5 June 

Captain—Line. 

Captain—Medical. Supply, 
lain and Civil Fngineer 

Lieutenant—Line. 

19 June 

Commander—Line 

Commander—Al! Staff Corps. 

24 July 
Lieutenant Commander—Line. 
Lieutenant Commander—All Staff Corps. 
28 August 
Lieutenant—All! Staff Corps. 


Dental, Chap- 





Packet to Marine Air Arm 


The Marine Corps air arm received de- 
livery of a new plane this week, a Packet, 
R4Q-1, twin engine, twin boom cargo and 
transport plane. 

Similar planes, the C-119 Packets, are 
in operational service with the Air Force, 
and two R4Q-1’s—the Navy designation 
of the C-119—have been delivered recently 
to the Naval Air Test Center at Patuxent 
River, Md. 

The new cargo-transport plane was de- 
livered to the Marine Corps Air Station 
at Cherry Point, N. C., and will be fol- 
lowed shortly by additional planes of the 
same type. They will be used by Marine 
transport squadron VMR-252, command- 
ed by Col. Henry C. Lane. 

After a program of crew familiariza- 
tion, the Marines will use the new trans- 
ports to provide normal! air logistical sup- 
port to their aviation and ground units, 
including such functions as supply and 
resupply by parachute. 


Navy “P. R. Director” 

Capt. Harry E. Sears, the Navy’s Act- 
ing Chief of Public Relations, will become 
Director of that office next summer when 
Vice Adm. Russell S. Berkey takes over 
as Chief of Information. 

The only change, the Navy said, would 
be in Captain Sear’s title. Previous re- 
ports that Rear Adm. Richard P. Glass, 
aide to Navy Secretary Matthews, would 
be named deputy to Admiral Berkey were 
denied by the Navy. The Navy press sec- 
tion said that there would “be no deputy” 
for the information chief. 

Assignment of a deputy for Captain 
Sears is planned, however, and although 
no officer was named as a possible candi- 
date for the new post, it was learned 
that the assignment will go to a captain 
of the submarine service, 


Adm. Merrill Named 


General Jonathan M. Wainwright, USA- 
Ret., President of the Armed Forces Mu- 
tual Life Insurance Company and Chair- 
man of the Board of Governors of the 
Armed Forces Group, has announced the 
recent election, at the home office in San 
Antonio, Tex., of Vice Adm. A. Stanton 
Merrill, USN-Ret., as a member of the 
Board of Governors. 

“We are very fortunate in securing the 
services and counsel of Admiral Merrill 
in our efforts to serve all Armed Forces 
personnel,” said General Wainwright. 








Academies’ Grads to Chanute 

A group of 11 recent graduates of U. S. 
Military Academy and the Naval Acad- 
emy, began training at Chanute Air 
Force Base on 1 March, Maj. William D. 
Paulson, director of the Department of 
Weather, announced. 

They are attending an 8-week course in 
Rawinsonde Operation in the Weather 
School at Chanute. 
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Study Service Hospitals 
(Continued from First Page) 
Murphy Genera! Hospital, Mass.; Valley 
Forge General Hospital, Pa.; Percy Jones 
General Hospital, Mich.; and Oliver Gen- 

eral Hospital, Ga. 

Testimony revealed that the Veterans 
Administration has expressed no interest 
in taking over any of these facilities, this 
despite the fact that in areas immediate- 
ly adjacent to some of the hospitals which 
are to be closed, the VA has plans for 
new hospital construction. 

General Meiling said the facilities have 
been offered to other Government agen- 
cies through the Bureau of the Budget. 

Analyzing the results expected from 
the economy program, General Meiling 
maintained that a net saving of about 
$30,000,000 will be achieved and that 400 
fewer physicians will be required. He said 
that the saving of doctors is particularly 
important at this time, because the 
Armed Services will lose 443 ASTP and 
V-12 medical graduates in the near 
future. 

In response to questioning, General 
Meiling said the Services had an oppor- 
tunity to make changes in the Depart- 
ment of Defense plan, provided that simi- 
lar economies would result. However, the 
testimony showed that the final plan was 
not presented to the Surgeons General 
until it had been completed by the De- 
partment of Defense. 

Thus, it was made obvious that rep- 
resentatives of the Army, Navy and Air 
Force medical departments did not par- 
ticipate in the formulation of the specific 
reduction program until after the de- 
tailed report of the Director of Medical 
Services was made to Secretary of De- 
fense Louis Johnson. 

Representative Doyle stated that he 
had word from the Surgeon General of 
the Navy that the decision to close Long 
Beach Naval Hospital “came as a sur- 
prise.” General Meiling said, however, 
that the decision to close this particular 
installation was the first item in the 
reduction directive to which the Navy 
gave approval. 

Besides the closing of the five general 
hospitals, the economy program will re- 
sult in the reduction of these other facili- 
ties to the stated number of beds: 
Beaumont General Hospital, Tex., 500; 
Madigan General Hospital, Wash., 500; 
Portsmouth, N. H., Naval Hospital, 35; 
Jacksonville, Fla., Naval Hospital, 180; 
Memphis, Tenn., Naval Hospital, 150; 
Corpus Christi, Tex., Naval Hospital, 100; 
— Mare Island, Calif., Naval Hospital, 
0. 

On Thursday, 2 March, Maj. Gen. Ray- 
mond W. Bliss, Army Surgeon General, 
in response to questioning, said that the 
Army did not designate installations to 
be closed. “We were directed to close 
certain hospitals,” General Bliss related. 

General Bliss emphasized that the 
closing of such installations as Murphy 
General Hospital will mean that patients 
will be sent to other hospitals which may 
not have. matching physical facilities. 
The Army Surgeon General emphasized 
that the Army would do everything pos- 
sible to continue its traditional record of 
superior care for its military, veteran 
and dependent patients, but he added 
that the economy moves provide a ser- 
ious “challenge.” 

Testimony showed that closing of 
Murphy General Hospital in Massachu- 
setts will leave the Army with only a 
Single general hospital, Walter Reed in 
Washington, D. C., east of the Mississippi. 

With regard to the effects of the hos- 
pital closings on dependent care, General 
Bliss, who has been outstanding among 
military officials in dramatizing the ur- 
gency of continuing this program, indi- 
cated that the Army will be “hard- 
pressed” to provide the same quality of 
dependent care after the hospitals are 
shut down or curtailed. 

In addition to General Bliss, another 
witness at the session on Thursday was 
Representative Bennett (D. Fla.), who 
protested the cutback at the Naval Hos- 
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pital in Jacksonville, emphasizing that 
in addition to requirements for active 
duty personnel and veterans, thousands 
of dependents reside in this area. 

Appearing to protest the closing of 
Murphy General Hospital were Repre- 
sentatives Philbin (D. Mass.), who is a 
member of the House Armed Services 
Committee; Lane (D. Mass.), Edith 
Nourse Rogers (R. Mass.); and Donohue 
(D. Mass.). 

General Bliss was slated to return for 
questioning yesterday, to be followed by 
Rear Adm. Clifford Swanson, Surgeon 
General of the Navy. 


Certified By Board 


Maj. J. B. Neil, DC, who is stationed 
at Ft. Lawton, Wash., has been notified 
of his certification by the American 
Board of Prosthodontics as a result of 
the examination held the first part of 
February. 








Transportation Assn. 


T. Louis Chess, General Passenger 
Agent for the Southern Pacific in San 
Francisco, was elected president of San 
Francisco Chapter of the National De- 
fense Transportation Association at the 
recent annual election meeting. Mr. Chess 
succeeds Kenneth Pinnesey, director and 
district manager of States Steamship 
Company. 

Vice Presidents chosen were: Michael 
Buckley, American President Lines; 
Henry W. Bigge, Bigge Drayage Co., Oak- 
land, and Col. S. R. Browning, Transpor- 
tation Officer, Sixth Army. 

An 11-man board of directors, embrac- 
ing all phases of civilian transportation, 
and Army, Navy, and MSTS operations, 
was named. Those chosen were: Capt. 
W. R. Thayer, USN, Deputy Commander, 
MSTS, Pacific; Col. C. J. Wilder, USA, 
Chief of Staff, SFPE; Carl Sundberg, Pa- 
cific Greyhound Lines; Robert Gilmore, 
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Southern Pacific Lines; Warren Burke, 
United Air Lines; Lt. Col. Charles D. Pen- 
niman, USA, Port Transportation Officer; 
Edward Eden, National Carloading Cor- 
poration; Capt. Lloyd Hughes, USNR, 
Port of Oakland; Christopher Redlich, 
Marine Terminals Corporation; Lt. Col. 
William Palmer, Superintendent of Water 
Division, SFPE, and Thomas H. Fox, Port 
Transportation Division. James A. Sulli- 
van was re-elected secretary-treasurer. 

Maj. Gen. James A. Lester, Command- 
ing General, San Francisco Port of Em- 
barkation, was re-elected Honorary Pres- 
ident. 


WAC Commander at S. F. 

Capt. Martha E. Saxon, WAC, has been 
named Commanding Officer of the 9206th 
TSU-TC WAC Detachment at Ft. Mason, 
headquarters post of San Francisco POE. 
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Ale 1 Stockholders 


No other stock is so widely held by so many people. About one family in every 50 


in this country now owns American Telephone and Telegraph Company stock 





Just last month the number of stock- 
holders of the American Telephone 
and Telegraph Company reached a 
record high of 900,000 and it’s still 


growing. 


This is an increase of over 100,000 
in eight months. The big gain is due 
not only to completion of the first 
offering of stock to employees under 
the Employee Stock Plan but to con- 
tinued public buying. 


The people who own the Bell Tele- 
phone business come from all walks 
of life in every section of the country. 
Most of them are small stockholders. 
280,000 own five shares or less. More 
than half are women. 


Over 150,000 telephone employees 
are now stockholders. In the next 


year or so many thousands more will 
complete payments on stock under 
the Employee Stock Plan. 


A significant fact is that more than 
350,000 A. T. & T. stockholders have 
been stockholders for ten years or 
longer. Their A. T. & T. dividend has 
come along regularly, in good times 
and bad. 


They bought the stock “for keeps” 
because of their long-term confidence 
in the business and their belief that 
regulatory bodies will provide ade- 
quate rates for service so that they 
may receive a fair and stable return 
on their investment. 


It’s the widespread confidence of 
investors that helps make possible the 
good telephone service you get today. 


BELL TELEPHONE SYSTEM 


‘ 





CA. Re sa 


EVERY TIME YOU TELEPHONE you share 
the benefits of the stockholders’ ini- 
vestments. It’s their dollars that build, 
expand and improve the best tele- 
phone system in the world for you to 
use at low cost. 











700 Army and Navy Journal 
4 March 1950 


Air Secy. at Yale 

“Because under modern methods of 
warfare there can be no sure defense,” 
Secretary of the Air Force W. Stuart 
Symington has emphasized that “the 
greatest defense American can create for 
its protection is capacity for instant and 
sustained devastating retaliation against 
any aggressor.” 

Secretary Symington, in an address de- 
livered last week before a luncheon meet- 
ing of the Yale Alumni Association at 
New Haven, Conn., declared: “Victory 
now requires we not lose the first battle 
—in that a surprise atomic offensive 
might inflict a mortal wound from which 
no nation could completely recover, no 
matter how long and how desperate the 
ensuing struggle.” 

Reporting on increased strength of the 
Russian military machine, Secretary 
Symington said that “as part of its pro- 
gram for air supremacy Russia is stead- 
ily increasing the strength of its long- 
range strategic bombing force—a type of 
plane it did not have in World War II.” 

He said that Russia’s armament build- 
ing program “overshadows the combined 
programs of all the Atlantic Pact nations 
put together.” 








“Operation Bootstrap” 

The Air Force’s program to raise the 
education level of personnel, called “Op- 
eration Bootstrap,” has been praised by 
two of the Nation’s outstanding edu- 
cators. 

Dr. Willard E. Givens, Executive Secre- 
tary, National Education Association, 
said the Air Force “is to be congratulated 
upon the fine opportunities being ex- 
tended to its personnel for self-improve- 
ment and educational advancement.” 

The Director of Higher Education, 
United States Office of Education, Dr. 
John Dale Russell, said he believes the 
program should be extended to all the 
Armed Forces. “The effort to work out a 
suitable educational program for men 
who are serving full time in the Armed 
Forces is most commendable.” 
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Bomb Group Command 

Col. Michael N. W. McCoy, deputy com- 
manding officer of the 43d Bombardment 
Group (M), Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz., 
has received orders assigning him as com- 
manding officer of the 306th Bomb Group 
at MacDill AFB, Fla. 

The 306th Bomb Group is composed of 
three squadrons, a B-50D transition 
squadron, a B-29 transition squadron, and 
an evaluation squadron. The B-29 squad- 
ron will shortly be reorganized to become 
the first B-47 transition squadron in the 
Air Force. 

The evaluation squadron is designed to 
evaluate SAC bomb crews that are as- 
signed to the group for two-week evalu- 
ation periods. Great emphasis has been 
placed on their program by SAC head- 
quarters. Colonel McCoy was personally 
briefed on his new assignment by Lt. Gen. 
Curtis E. LeMay, commanding general 
of SAC. 





Air Force Hospitals 

Although the Department of Defense 
is reducing overall hospital capacity 
within the continental limits of the 
United States, the Air Force will receive 
two new hospital facilities under pres- 
ent plans. 

Station hospitals of 75 beds each are 
projected for construction at Limestone, 
Me., and Moses Lake, Wash. At each 
site, Air Force personnel are isolated 
from existing medical facilities and 
approval has been given for the erection 
of new hospital facilities at these bases. 





Study Engine Trouble 

The Air Force announced 1 March that 
it has temporarily grounded all F-84E 
“Thunderjet” aircraft, as a precautionary 
measure pending an investigation of 
minor mechanical difficulties in the en- 
gine. The F-84E series is equipped with 
J-35-A-17 turbojet engines. 

The grounding of the F-84Es will re- 
duce Air Force fighter participating in 
operation Portrex, since many of the 
planes—already in the maneuver area— 
are of the F-84E series. 
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Air Force Housing 

“The Air Force housing situation con- 
tinues impossible.” 

This is the succinct statement of Secre- 
tary of the Air Force W. Stuart Syming- 
ton, made before a House Appropriations 
subcommittee and made public yesterday, 
3 March. 

Secretary Symington declared that a 
recent trip to Alaska “disclosed a truly 
disgraceful housing condition,” and add- 
ed that on Okinawa conditions are “crit- 
ical, accentuated by two typhoons which 
caused major damage to Air Force in- 
stallations.” 

For the relief of the acute housing 
problem in Alaska and Okinawa, Con- 
gress has approved, respectively, $24,700,- 
000 and $24,000,000 for fiscal year 1950. 

With regard to the Wherry Act, Sec- 
retary Symington said it will provide 
“some relief as to dependent housing 
within the United States,” but he reported 
that “it is a very difficult law for the Air 
Force to work on and under.” Secretary 
Symington reported that the Air Force is 
working with the Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration to improve this situation. 

Testimony brought out the fact that 
some Air Force personnel in Alaska are 
paying as high as $195 a month for a 
shack and $45 a month for a shack with 
a sod floor. 





Warrant Officers 

The Air Force has asked the Bureau 
of the Budget to lift limitations which 
restrict appointment on 10 persons to the 
top warrant officer pay grade, W-4, and 
20 to W-3, Lt. Gen. Idwal H. Edwards, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, has 
informed Congress. 

He told a House Appropriations sub- 
committee that the limitation is “com- 
pletely inadequate and is not in accord 
with the intent of Congress in passing 
the Career Compensation Act which au- 
thorized those higher positions.” 

General Edwards said the limitations 
result from the fact that only 1 per cent 
of chief warrant officers could be in pay 
grade 4 and 2 per cent in pay grade 3. 
These limitations are imposed by the 
Warrant Officer Act of 1941. 





Flying Status 

During fiscal year 1951, the Air Force 
plans to have 30,500 of a total of 55,495 
commissioned officers on flying status, ac- 
cording to testimony made public this 
week by a House Appropriations subcom- 
mittee. 

Those on flight status will include 24,- 
000 pilots and 6500 others, including bom- 
bardiers, navigators, radar observers, etc. 

In July 1949 the Air Force had approxi- 
mately 35,000 others on flight status. 


Proposed Academy 

The Air Force has been given estimates 
that construction of the proposed Air 
Force Academy will cost between $100,- 
000,000 and $160,000,000 if an institution 
duplicating facilities at Annapolis and 
West Point. 

This is revealed in Congressional testi- 
mony made public this week. It was 
stated that the Air Force proposes to 
obtain about 50 per cent of its Regular 
officers from among graduates of the 
Academy. 

Air Force witnesses before a House 
Appropriations subcommittee said that 
plans call for a capacity of 2500 students 
and reported that annual operating costs 
would be approximately $14,000,000 to 
$17,000,000. 





Pay Raise Helps 
The Air Force has informed Congress 
that as a result of enactment of the Ca- 
reer Compensation Act, the reenlistment 
rate has jumped 60 to 70 per cent. 


Career Program 

The Air Force plans to complete its 
officer-career program by June and will 
implement it as rapidly as possible. 

This is reported in Congressional testi- 
mony released this week. The program 
will provide approximately 20 distinct 
career fields for officers with a career 
ladder provided in each field. 


Increase Combat Strength 


A marked expansion of the Air Force’s 
strategic striking power, an increase in 
Army fighting troops and expansion of 
the Navy’s anti-submarine warfare pro- 
gram have been reported at the Pentagon. 

These developments, made public by 
Defense officials, were directed as re- 
buttal to critics who have declared re- 
cently that cutbacks in the military 
budget have reduced national security. 

With regard to the Air Force, it was 
disclosed that the number of planes have 
been doubled in all nine of the B-29 
groups and that plans for purchases of 
B-36 “intercontinental” bombers are go- 
ing ahead as originally planned. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff and Secre- 
tary of Defense Louis Johnson are said 
to be preparing to ask President Truman 
for permission to increase the Air Force 
from 48 to a possible 50 groups. It is be- 
lieved that the additional groups would 
be filled with B-36 aircraft. 

The decision to continue purchase of 
the B-36 bombers is a forceful indication 
that this plane has received a high rating 
in tests conducted by the Weapons Sys- 
tem Evaluation Group. 

Defense officials state that aircraft pro- 
curement for both the Air Force and 
Navy will be about $2,000,000,000 a year. 

Defense officials also released details 
concerning’a recent JCS decision to ac- 
celerate anti-submarine preparation. Al- 
though only $40,000,000 is allocated for 
this purpose in the 1951 fiscal year budget, 
it is reported that as a result of econo- 
mies this figure has been increased to 
more than $100,000,000. 


Insofar as Army combat strength is 
concerned, latest data is that elimination 
of desk jobs has increased fighting ele- 
ments from 212,000 men on 31 Dec. 1948 
to 274,480 at the end of 1949. This increase 
has been made despite the overall Army 
reduction of about 20,000 men during the 
past six months. 





B-47 Production Model 


The first production model of the Air 
Force’s six-jet, swept-wing medium bomb- 
er, the B-47 “Stratojet,” was completed 
at the manufacturer’s plant on 1 March. 

This model, designated the B-47A, has 
been prepared for the official Air Force 
“Aircraft Engineering Inspection” which 
began 1 March and will continue through- 
out next week. Following this inspection, 
the manufacturer will make any changes 
which might be recommended by the Air 
Force, and the bomber will be readied 
for its first flight. 

Externally, the B-47A is similar to the 
two original “X” models used to evaluate 
the capabilities of the new aircraft. 
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EMEERS of the Services and their families are deeply grateful to Representa- 
tive Carl Vinson (D-Ga.), Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, 


Services Committee are a unit in opposing the project of the Director of the Budget 
to discontinue medical care of dependents. They deny the suggestion that in granting 
the recent pay increase the Congress intended to withdraw such care. In keeping 


are the very benefits that the Budget Bureau would now withdraw. Actually medical 
and dental care has been greatly curtailed and the order closing several general 
hospitals and reducing the capacity of others will further limit it. In the final 
determination of the medical policy of the Defense Department the attitude of the 
Congress should exert a powerful influence. The sympathtic understanding of the 
House Armed Services Committee under the seasoned leadership of Mr. Vinson 
and the careful investigation being conducted by the special committee, under chair- 
manship of Representative L. Mendel Rivers (D-S.C.) are of the utmost importance. 


T the recent meeting of the Adjutants General Association it became apparent 
that the long-standing and unfortunate feud between the Air Force and the 
National Guard had ended. There had been a disposition on the part of some high- 
ranking Air officers to favor an Air Reserve in preference to an Air National 
Guard. It was pointed out that highly mobile Air units can scarcely be limited to 
state boundaries, and to some Regular officers it appeared that a greater degree 
of Federalization was desirable. On the other hand a number of efficient Air units 
had been training as a part of the National Guard organizations of the states for 
several years, and had attained a high degree of proficiency and morale. Governors 
and Adjutants General resented any Federal encroachment on their long-established 
control of National Guard Air and Ground units. They had strongly opposed the 
Federalization proposals of the Gray Board, and as a result no serious effort was 
made to Federalize Ground units of the Guard. Apparently this opposition has now 
been similarly successful in combatting the Federalization of Air units. With this 
unfortunate disagreement settled there seems to be no serious obstacle to the rapid 
development of all elements of the National Guard. The progress during the past 
year has been exceptionally good, but much remains to be done in organizing and 
training this force so essential to National Security. The National Guard should be 
strongly supported both by the Department of Defense and by the Congress. 


DDITION of two battalions to the combat strength of the Marine Corps for 
the coming year is a tardy recognition of the importance of keeping this fight- 
ing force in a constant state of readiness. The Marines have been cut below their 
requirements as an assault force, but the augmentation indicated may lead to 
further expansion of the combat elements, even though this may mean correspond- 
tng reductions of less essential expenditures. The strengthening of the Marine Corps 
above the original budget proposals, as well as the development of a better balance 
and distribution of Naval units, may be regarded as evidence of the growing in- 
fluence of Admiral Forrest P. Sherman as Chief of Naval Operations and as a mem- 
ber of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. During the few months that Admiral Sherman 
has served in his present post, Naval aviation has been strengthened, another 
Carrier has been authorized for active operation with the Fleet, and the anti- 
submarine program has been accelerated. While these steps do not and cannot 
@ounter the adverse effects of the general economy cuts, which have fallen with 
@pecial force on the Navy, they do represent a gratifying retardation of the previous 
trend. 
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Amend Pay Act 
Editor, THE JOURNAL: 

The JourRNAL of 7 Jan. states that Rep- 
resentative Kilday and members of his 
Sub-Committee will be prepared to con- 
sider amendments to the Pay Bill. 

Section 203, PL 803 states that officers 
shall be advanced on the applicable offi- 
cers’ retired list to the highest tempo- 
rary grade in which he served satisfac- 
torily for not less than six months while 
serving on active duty. 

There is no such six months provision 
in Public Law 305—79h Congress, ap- 
proved 21 Feb. 1946, on the basis of which 
officers of the Navy, Marine Corps and 
Coast Guard are retired in the highest 
ranks in which they served satisfactorily 
in World War IL. I believe that this 
discrimination against Army officers 
should be corrected by law. Navy offi- 
cers have enjoyed this privilege for 
nearly four years to the exclusion of 
Army and Air Force officers. 

Section 202, Public Law 351 provides 
in part as follows: 

Service Creditable in computation of basic 
pay: 

(a) Subject to the provisions of subsections 
(b) (c) (d) of this section, in computing the 
cumulative years of service for determining 
the amount of basic pay they are entitled to 
receive upon completion of such years of 
service, such members will be credited with: 

(1) full time for all periods of active serv- 
ice as a commissioned officer... of any of 
the uniformed services, and 

(2) full time for ell periods during which 
they ... held appointments as commissioned 
officers . .. in any of the Regular com- 
ponents of the uniformed services .. ." or in 
the Officers Reserve Corps. 

(b) All service which under any provision 
of law in effect on the effective date of this 
section is authorized to be credited for the 
purpose of computing longevity pay. 

The “all service” in subparagraph (b), 
above, plainly includes service in the Of- 
ficers Reserve Corps in the computation 
of retired pay. I am unable to convince 
the Finance Officer Department of the 
Army that my service as a list Lieut. in 
the Officers Reserve Corps from 29 Dec. 
1919 to 25 Sept. 1920, be included in the 
computation of my retired pay, although 
it was so included prior to the passage 
of Public Law 351, 81st Congress. 

The Finance Officer states that under 
the laws in existence at that time this 
service was creditable for percentage and 
longevity pay purposes, but under PL 
351, it may not be allowed for percent- 
age purposes. If this interpretation is 
correct, I believe the law should be 
amended to conform with the intent of 
Congress’ reference “all service” set 
forth in subparagraph (b) above. 

I believe the attention of the commit- 
tee should be invited to the extension of 
the right to use 75% as a multiple for 
the computation of retired pay to those 
who served in World War I, who do not 
enjoy that right under the Act of 1935. 

Frank T. Madigan, 
Lt. Col. USA-Ret. 
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Commentary 

When some folks discharge an obliga- 
tion, you can hear the report for miles 
around. 

Diplomacy is the ability to take some- 
thing and act as though you were giving 
it away. ’ 

The atom is the only thing that is all 
it’s cracked up to be. ; 
—Tropic Topics 

—_o-——- 
Fiscal Report 

“His monthly salary runs into four fig- 
ures. A wife and three daughters.” 

3 —Tailspinner 
—o-—— 
French Fried Inflation 

Shopper: “How much are potatoes 
worth now?” 

Clerk: “No more than they ever were, 
Ma’am, but they cost six times as much.” 

—Keesler News 
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One Year Ago 
The President on Thursday announced 
the appointment of Col. Louis A. Johnson, 
of Clarksburg, W. Va., as Secretary of 
Defense, to succeed Mr. James Forrestal, 
who resigned, effective 31 March. 


10 Years Ago 
Corapletely abolishing the old Atlantic 
and Pacific Commands, Maj. Gen. Daniel 
Van Voorhis, who recently assumed com- 
mand of the Panama Canal Department, 
has directed a reorganization of the com- 
mands there. 


25 Years Ago 
A report of a Select Committee which 
“by inference” disapproved a bill for a 
separate Air Service, states we “find no 
more substance in the allegations of an 
industrial and service conspiracy, as made 
by disappointed inventor than” we “find 
in the picturesque and more startling de- 
nunciations by proponents or antagonists 
of the claim that in the future wars the 

air arm will be supreme.” 


50 Years Ago 

With the recent large increases which 
have been made in the Navy of the United 
States it has become imperative that 
some immediate means be taken to pro- 
vide for a larger annual graduation from 
the Naval Academy. Two plans have been 
suggested. One of these is to allow each 
Senator the appointment each year of 
one naval cadet. The second method is to 
reduce the undergraduate course of four 
years. The Army cadet gets his commis- 
sion in four years and as a class they 
are good officers at the expiration of this 
term. We think that the two Academies 
should be run on the same basis. (At 
that time, the course covered 6 years— 
four at the Academy and two on a cruise.) 


85 Years Ago 

The popular opinion upon the relative 
power of the guns in use in our Army and 
Navy and those of foreign countries is, of 
course, very various. Every inventor has 
his large circle of friends, and his mem- 
ber of Congress. It happens, therefore, 
that whatever may be the merits of the 
guns adopted by our ordnance depart- 
ment, the whole army of inventors and 
their friends are necessarily bent on de- 
crying it. 
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. ‘Bremerhaven, 


CIC Det Fifth Army, Kansas City, Mo. 


ARMY 


Goesetery—Goeken Gray. 

Under Secretary— 8. Voorhees. 
AMadtstant ei id S. Alexander. 
Assistant Secretary—Kari BR. Bendetsen. 
Chief of Staff—Genera! J. Lawten Collins. 








GENERAL OFFICERS— 


Maj Gen C W Ryder is retired for physical 
disability (50%). 

Maj Gen R W Grow, Ft Devens, Mass, to 
Office of the Army Attache, Moscow, USSR, 
w/approx 120 T DY, Wash, DC. 

Maj Gen L C Jaynes, Ft Totten, NY, to 
OC of S US Army, Wash, DC, for dy as 
Special Assistant to Chief of Staff on Civilian 
Component Affairs. 

Maj Gen W H Maris, Governors Is, NY, to 
aa ASU NY-NJ Subarea Hq, Ft Totten, 


GENERAL STAFF CORPS— 
Gen J Lawton Collins, Chief of S 


Col C H Swartz, Wash; DC, to EUCOM; 
Germany. 


Lt Col E L Clarke, Wash, DC, to EUCOM, 
Bremerhaven, Germany. 


INFANTRY— 


Lt Col J P Moorefield, Palo Alto, Calif, to 

Hq Fourth Army, Ft Sam Houston, Tex. 

Lt Col F Fliniau, Ft Ord, Calif, to Army 

6511th ASU Idaho ORC Instr Gp, Boise, Idaho. 

Maj V Usera, Monterey, Calif, to Army 
Sch, Monterey, Calif. 

Maj G C Blosser, Manchester, NH, to First 
Army 1202d ASU, Burlington, Vt. 

Capt G Hanna, Worcester, Mass, to First 
Army 12024 ASU Det USA and USAF Rct 
Sta, Providence, RI. 

Capt A R Duvall, jr, Ft Benning, Ga, to 
CIA, Wash, DC. 

Capt H A Fancher, Boston, Mass, top First 

12024 ASU Bangor Rect Main Sta of 
Ret Det 3, Bangor, Me. 

Capt B N Sherwood, Ft Lewis, Wash, to 
Sixth Army, 6013th ASU, Ft Lawton, Wash. 

Capt S H Isler, New Orleans, La, to 11th 
CIC Det Third Army, Ft McPherson, Ga. 

Capt T I Spaulding, Ft Ord, Calif, to Fifth 
Army 5210th ASU Office of the SAI SDak NG, 
Huron, SDak. 

Capt O L Goodson, Cp Carson, Colo, to US 
Army, Ft Richardson, Alaska. 

Capt C M MclIntyre, Greensburg, Pa, to 
sae Members Joint Task Force 3, Wash, 


Oct A E Ferguson, Red Bluff, Calif, to 

Sixth 7! 6513th ASU Calif, NG Instr Gp, 
0, st. 

pt W F Gerard, Ft Riley, Kans, to Second 

—_ 2304th ASU Ha Va Mil Dist, Richmond, 


~ R E Perry, Augusta, Ga, to 82d Abn 
Div, Ft Bragg, NC. 

Capt J F O'Shaughnessy, San Francisco, 
= to 4th CIC Det Sixth Army, Ft Ord, 


— W A Wert, jr, Carlisle Bks, Pa, to 
Hq Army Scty Agency, Europe, Frankfurt, 


Germany. 

ist Lt C C Sullivan, jr, New Haven, Conn, 
to 7thiinf Regt, Ft Devens, Mass. 

1st Lt I A Beyl, Burlington, NY, to First % 
Army 1202d ASU Burlington Rect Main Sta 
of Rect Det No 3, Manchester, NH. 

ist Lt R F Ryan? Ft Benning, Ga, to 11th 
Abn Div, Cp Campbell, Ky. 

ist Lt E T Panky, Ft Dix, NJ, to Fourth 
A 4305th ASU Tex ROTC Instr Gp, Prairie 
View, Tex. 

ist Lt G U Strosnider, Chicago, Ill, to 113th 


ist Lt W H Cross, Carlisle Bks, Pa, to Hq 
ASA Pacific, Tokyo, Japan. 

1st Lt R L Conolly, Cp Campbell, Ky, to 
Stu Det CIC Cen, Cp Holabird, Md. 

ist Lt F A Twyman, Cp Chaffee, Ark, to 
24 Armd Div, Cp Hood, Tex. 


(Please turn to Next Page) 
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omany Wt ee fam teats on wate ee, AF 


Robert &. 7 USAF 





Assistant Secretaries of 





of Defense—Stephen Earty 
Detense— Wilfred 3. MeNiel, Marx Lov. and Past H. Grifite 
Chairman eof the Joint Chiels of Stafi—Goeneral Omar N 


. Bradtey 








AIR FORCE 





8 
pa > for Air—John F. Floberg. 
Chief of Operations—Admiral F ¥. P. Sherman. 


Secre —W. Stuart Symington. 
Seer Sr Bascows. 


Under —Arthur S 
Assistant Secretary—Eugene M. Zackert. 
istant —Hareld C. Stuart. 


Chief of Staff—General Hoyt 8. Vandenberg. 





Captains 
Joseph S Lillard, BuShips; to PearlHarbor 
NSYD 


William P McGirr, Off of NavRes, Nav 
Dept; to NavDeptManagementSurvey, Off 
UndSecNav. 

Forrest Tucker, OinC, NavRecrSta, New 
York; to MSTS, Atlantic, Brooklyn. 

Clifford E Allen, (DC), CO, NavDentalClin- 
ic, Wash; to NavWarCol, Newport, Duins. 

Homer Ambrose, Off of IndSurvey, Nav 
ay to OinC, ShipRepairFacilities, Yoko- 
su 


Lawrence E Bach (MC), Staff, ComNav 
Marianas; to Staff, HiCommissioner, Trust 
Terr, PacIslands, Guam. 

Bennett F Avery (MC), BostonNavShipyd; 
to Pub Health Dept, NavPers, Gov of Guam. 

Dennis L Francis, Insp-Instr, NavRes, 
Reading; :to MSTS, Atlantic, Brooklyn. 

Daniel W Harrigan, C/S and Aide, Chief 
of NavAirAdvTra, Corpus Christi; to C/S 
and Aide, ComEastSeaFron. 

John G McClaughry, NavOps; to NavDept 
Management Survey, Off UnderSecNav. 

Norwood A Campbell, Air War Col, Max- 
well AFB; to CO, AirTransRon 1. 

Dale E Collins, MSTS, Washington; to CO, 
USS General H. W. Butner. 

Sylvius Gazze, CO, USS Bairoko; to BuAer. 

Thomas J Kelly, NavOps; to BuPers. 

Harney W Stover (SC), NavOps; to Nav 
Dept Management Survey, Off UnderSecNav. 

Alexander Wadsworth (SC), (CEC) -Nav 
Ops; to NavDeptManagement Survey, Off 
UnderSecNav. 


Commanders 


William B Perkins, NROTC Unit, Univ of 
Va, Charlottesville; to USS Roanoke. 

Richard W Peterson, NROTC Unit, Univ of 
NewMexico; to USS Prairie. 

Frederic H White, USS Rochester; to Nav 
WarCol, Newport. 

William K Ratliff, NavWarCol, Newport; 
to USS Rochester. 

Charles Wayne, FairGuam; to BuAer. 

William Winter, jr, 4ND; to NavSta, Sang- 
leyPoint. 

Robbins W Allen, FitTraGru and Under- 
wayTraUnit, Guantanamo; to Na’ " 
ae F Kane, FitLogAirWing; to Bu 

er. 

John D Lamade, USS Coral Sea; to NAS, 
Alameda. 

William L Tagg, ArmdForcesStaffCol, Nor- 
folk; to PhibLant. 

Robert D Bakér, BuPers, TD; to BuOrd. 

John A Bogley, BuPers; to NavDeptMan- 
agement Survey, Off UnderSecNav. 

John W Byng, Air War Col, Maxwell AFB, 
Montgomery; to CompositeRon 11. 

Ralph W Cousins, NAS, Patuxent River; to 
USS Saipan. 

Vincent P DePoix, FightRon 172; to Bu 
Ord. 

Gordon R Edbert, UtRon 10; 
Operations. 

Thomas M Fleck, ServRon 2; to USS Man- 
chester. 

William S Guest, Air War Col, Maxwell 
AFBase, Montgomery; to NAS, San Diego. 

Clarence A Melvin, NavAirResTraComd; to 
Staff, CinCLantFit. 

(Please turn to Page 718) 


to Naval 





Lt Colonel 


J F Goetz, USAFR, Wash, DC, to 1100th 
Cas Sv Sq, Hq Comd, USAF, Bolling AFB, 
DC. 


Lewis W Jones, USAF, Wash, DC, to Hq, 
AMC, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, for dy 
w/Director of Proc & Industrial Planning, 
Proc Div. 

J E Crowley, jr, USAF, Wash, DC, to Hq & 
Hq Sa, ConAC, Mitchel AFB, NY. 

S C Galbreath, USAF, Wash, DC, to Hq & 
Ha Sa, Sp Wpns Comd, Kirtland AFB, NMex. 
Major 

C R Kinard, USAF, Wash, DC, to Hq & Ha 
Sq, Atl Div, MATS, Westover AFB, Mass. 

W C Clinton, USAFR, Wash, DC, to dy 
w/Chicago AF Proc Fid Office, Chicago, Il, 
w/dy sta at Sub-Office, South Bend, Ind. 

A G Frankel, jr, USAF, Wash, DC, to Hq 
AMC, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, for dy 
w/Boston Proc Fld Office, Boston Army Base, 
Boston, Mass, w/dy sta at Schenectady, NY. 


Captain 
W Z Masters, USAF (DC), Arlington, Va, 
to 9th Med Gp, SAC, Fairfield-Suisun AFB, 
Calif. 


(Please turn to Page 718) 
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MARINE CORPS 


i Clifton B. Oates. 
Ant Comatn Mal Gen, Oliver FP. Saath 














Lt Colonels 

Martin E W Oelrich, Carrier Div 14; to 
HQMC, Wash, DC, dufly Off VCNO. 

Robert A Merchant, jr, MCAS, Cherry 
Point; to Carrier Div 14. 

Majors 

William A Murphy, NavScol of NavJustice, 
Port Hueneme, Calif; to 1stMarDiv, Camp 
Pendleton. 

Harry C Parsons, MCAS, Cherry Point; to 
Camp Pendleton, Calif. 

Roy N Johnston, HqBn, HQMC; to DQP. 

Captains 

W H Chamberlain, jr, 24MarDiv, Camp Le- 
jeune; to MCAS, Cherry Point. 

Walter F Jacobs, jr, MCAS, Cherry Point; 
to lstMarDiv, Camp Pendleton. 

1st Lieutenants 

Manning T Jeter, jr, MCAS, Cherry Point; 
to 1stMarDiv, Camp Pendleton. 

Leo R Jillisky, MCAS, Cherry Point; to 
lst MarDiv, Camp Pendieton. 

James W Smith, MCAS, Cherry Point; to 
ist MarDiv, Camp Pendleton. 

La' ce C Switzer, jr, MB, NB, Charles- 
ton, ; to HQMC, Wash, DC. 

Keith W Costello, MCAS, Cherry Point; to 
1st Mar Div, Camp Pendleton. 

Daniel Greene, MCAS, Cherry Point; to 
1st MarDiv, Camp Pendleton. 

Calvin Wall, MCS, Quantico; to Rensselaer 
PolytechInst, Troy, NY. 
Adlin P Daigle. "15ND, Balboa, CZ; to 24 
MarDiv, Camp Lejeune. 

Charles A Read, 15thND; to MB, Camp 
Lejeune. 

(Please turn to Page 718) 








TNSURANCE AT COST 











Members share in 
savings of this old line legal re- 
serve company’s policy. Restricted 
to Armed Services Personnel and 
their dependents. Write for details. 






BOX 7, GRAYSON STA., FT. SAM HOUSTON, TEXAS 














AiR FORCES 

Blue Serge Uniform (pleated Tre.) TS oz. ....... $66.00 
Serge Trousers (pleated).....................- 20.80 
Blae Gab. Uniform (pleated Tre.) 13 oz... ...... 69.00 
Gabardine Re ee a 21.00 
AfF Tepcoat (sleeve innerlimer)................ 76.60 
ASF Tepecat (w/out sleeve innerliner). . 8.00 

Overcoat (28 ox. Velour)...............-. 65.00 
Af® Cap (serge or gab.) with Device........... 9.50 
A/F Cap (far felt) with Deviee................. 13.50 


delivery, write todwy. re a 


“UNIFORMS by associated 


Complete line of regulation stock garments | 
| 


When ordering state bony pe ph aye pete hentie bray hell ya 


Riastique Blouse 19 ox. Shade 51.............. $55.00 
Trousers (pinks) 19 oz. Shade S4.............. 22.00 
Battle Jacket & Trousers 18 o2. Shade 33....... 54.75 
Duo-Delnxe Service Cap (Fur Felf)............ 13.00 
Extra Cap Covers (Summer).................. 350 
Reg.) Overcoat, Field...................-.-.. 45.00 
(Reg.) Overcoat, Trench (Shade 79)............ 65.00 


Complete Stock of Air Ferce and Ground Force 
Noeckifes, imigaic, Campaign Bars, ofc. 





associated 





MILITARY STORES 


19 W. JACKSON BLVD. CHICAGO 4, ILL. 
912 N. Washington, Junction City, Kans. ¢ 13} Twelfth Street, Columbus, Ga. 


in ovr Chicago Office 
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Col. William F. Jones, U.8.A., Ret. 
Attorney-in-Fact, Sec. Treas. 
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MANAGEMENT 


Col. Charles E. Cheever, U.S.A., Ret. 
Attorney-in-Fact, Asst. Sec. Treas. 


UNITED SERVICES 
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Col. Mort Procter, U:S.A., Ret. 
Attorney-in-Fact, Asst. Sec. Treas. 
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Army Orders 
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ist Lt K T Kuffler, TRUST, Trieste, to 
AFSWP Sandia Base, Albuquerque, NMex. 

lst Lt G R Johnson, Ft Sill, Okla, to US 
Army Alaska, Ft Richardson, Alaska. 

lst Lt R D McPeek, Cp Holabird, Md, to 
84 CIC Det Third Army, Ft Benning, Ga. 

1st Lt C L Coghlan, Wash, DC, to Hq Army 
Scty Agency Europe, Frankfurt, Germany. 

1st Lt O W Huebner, Cp Campbell, Ky, to 
Stu Det Hq Fourth Army, AF Ln Pilot Sch, 
Waco AFB, Tex. 

1st Lt R L Gilliam. Big Spring, Tex, to 
Fourth A 4202d ASU USA and USAF W Ret 
Dist, El Paso, Tex. 

24 Lt L D McGann, Ft Benning, Ga, to 
TRUST, Trieste. 

2a Lt C E Green, San Francisco, Calif, to 
4th Inf Div, Ft Ord, Calif. 

2d Lt T C Wyatt, Ft Knox, Ky, to 824 Abn 
Div, Ft Bragg, NC. 

The following Inf officers are reld from 
en Tl, and are asgd to station indi- 
cated: 

24 Lt C E Thomann, to 2d Inf Div, Ft 
Lewis, Wash. 

2d Lt J M Hanson, to 4th Inf Div, Ft Ord, 


Calif. 

me. Lt CL Wretlind, to 2d Inf Div, Ft Lewis, 
ash. 
ig F M Ramos, to 2d Inf Div, Ft Lewis, 


ash. 
2d Lt H W Overstake, to 24 Inf Div, Ft 
Lewis, Wash. 

The following Inf officers are reld from 
4 sue SC, and are asgd to station indi- 
cated: 

1st Lt R T Dille, to TRUST, Trieste. 

24 Lt J R Holmes, to 95th Mil Government 
Gp, Ft Bragg, NC. 
~~ D W Milan, to 34 Armd Div, Ft Knox, 


Lt Col C D Blackford, to Hq Third A, Ft 
McPherson, Ga. 

Lt Col W H Aldrich, to Second Army 2301st 
ASU Hg Md Mil Dist, Baltimore, Md, 

Lt Col J W Cassell, to Second Army 2301st 
ASU Hg Mil Dist; Baltimore, Md. 

Maj W E Willey, to AFSWP Sandia Base, 
Albuquerque, NMex. 

Capt L D Limpus, to US Caribbean, Ft 
Amador, CZ. 

1st Lt A J Wenzel, to US Caribbean, Ft 
Amador, CZ. 





The following Inf officers are reld from 
station Indicated and are asgd to FEC, Yoko- 
hama, Japan: 


: 
: 
é 
. 
: 
a 


Lt C M Hunter, San Francisco, Calif. 

: W H Funchess, jr, Ft Jackson, SC. 
C Scott, Ft Jackson, SC. 

D Smith, Cp Lee, Va. 

DR Teener, Chicago, Tl. 

R Freeman, Ft McPherson, Ga. 

MacVicar, Roanoke, Va. 


er 


H W Gill, Ft Meade, Md. 

T W DeCoste, Ft Jackson, SC. 
D O Folch, Ft Jackson, SC. 
H 
B 
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Peeefeer 


9 °; 
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W Rainey, Ft Jackson, SC. 

M M'Carver, Ft Knox, Ky. 
G Clark, Ft Jackson, SC. 

H Crowe, Ft Jackson, SC. 
R DuPuls, Ft Jackson, SC. 
Wilson, Ft Jackson, SC. 
Rose, jr, Ft Jackson, SC. 
G Ramsey, Ft Jackson, SC. 
Peterson, Ft Jackson, SC. 
Gee, Fe Jackson, SC. 
Gibson, Ft Jackson, SC. 
Grady, Ft Jackson, SC. 
Hager, Ft Jackson, SC. 
Nichols, Ft Jackson, SC. 
J see Ft Jackson, SC. 

W Brown, Ft Jackson, SC. 
J Carrow, Ft Jackson, SC. 
E Lytle, Ft Jackson, SC, 

T Swain, Ft Jackson, SC. 
Oo 
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Strange, Ft Jackson, SC. 
Snow, Ft Jackson, SC. 
H Smith, Ft Jackson, SC. 
G Simmons, Ft Jackson, SC. 
E M Lynch, Ft Sill, Okla. 
F A Merigold, Cp Carson, Colo. 
Capt C A Rogaski, Ft Dix, NJ. 
Capt G D Slack, Ft Bragg. NC. 
PR a following Inf officers are reld from 
on indicated and are d to EUCOM, 
Bremerhaven, Germany: _ 
J E Longsdorf, Ft Meade, Md. 
G E Kaso, Ft Meade, Md. 
J C Busson, Ft Meade, M4. 
R A Marks, Ft Meade, Md. 
Eckman, Ft Riley, Kans. 
C Egg, Ft Devens, Mass. 
Johnson, Ft Knox, Ky. 
DeFuniak, Ft Jackson, SC. 
S Jungerheld, Ft Jackson, SC. 
C W Klein, Ft Jackson, SC. 
N A Majors, Ft Jackson, SC. 
> D McClung, Ft Jackson, SC, 
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B Speight, Ft Jackson, SC. 

D McGuire, Ft Jackson, SC. 
J V Tittone, Ft Devens, Mass. 

K F Carter, San Francisco, Calif. 
t S P Converse, Ft Benning, Ga. 
C Arnold, Ft Jackson, SC. 

J Bennett, Ft Jackson, SC. 

J Darkow, Ft Dix, NJ. 

RM Kennedy, Ft Riley, Kans. 


QuigEguewesi 
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‘orse, San Francisco, 
esbett, jr. Ft Dix, NJ. 
olan, Ft Dix, NJ. 

aar, Ft Knox, Ky. 
Simpson, Cp Gordon, Ga. 
Richter, Cp Carson, Colo. 
raas, Ft Benning, Ga. 
Ohlrich, Ft Jackson, SC, 
Rhoads, Ft Jackson, SC, 
Baker, Wash, DC. 
Fairbanks, Ft Knox, Ky. 
H Fletcher, Ft Jackson, SC. 
M Harris, Ft Bragg, NC. 

F Price, Ft Jackson, SC. 

1st Lt LH Terrell, Ft Jackson, SC, 

Capt C G Noice, jr, Ft Benning, Ga, 

2d Lt R G Shull, Ft Jackson, SC. 

The following Inf officers are reld from 
station indicated and are asgd to Ryukyus 
Comd, Okinawa: 

1st Lt M G Jones, Ft Jackson, SC. 

1st Lt A H Krivi, Ft Jackson, SC. 

1st Lt M J Butler, Ft Jackson, SC. 

Capt E O Chaudoin, St Louis, Mo. 

Capt A Hacker, Cp Hood, Tex. 

1st Lt B O Schlag, Ft Sam Houston, Tex. 

Capt G T Spath, Ft Ord, Calif. 

1st Lt W H Silver, Ft Knox, Ky. 

Capt R F Rooney, Ft Dix, NJ. 

ist Lt E T Hutchins, Ft Bragg, NC. 


CAVALEY— 

Lt Col J D Alger, New York, NY, to OJCS, 
Wash, DC. 

Lt Col C E Kennedy, Stanford, Calif, to 
OCS, Wash DC. 

Lt Col C M Iseley, Wash, DC, to 76th Hv 
Tk Bn, Cp Campbell, Ky. 

Maj J L Peyton, Vineland, NJ, to First 
Army 12434 ASU, NJ Instr Gp, Camden, NJ. 

Maj D D Taylor, Providence, RI, to First 
A 12024 ASU USA and USAF Ret Main Sta, 
Boston, Mass. 

Maj S M Ramey, Stanford, Calif, to OC of 
S, Wash, DC. 

Maj R J MacDonald, Detroit, Mich, to 
Fifth Army 5205th ASU Office of the SAi, 
Dowagiac, Mich. 

Capt C J Youngs, Ft Missoula, Mont, to 
Sixth Army 6512th ASU Mont ORC Instr Gp, 
Bozeman, Mont. 

Capt C P DeBevoise, Ft Meade, Md, to US 
Army, Caribbean, Ft Amador, 

Capt R L Lybarger, Ft Meade, Md, to Stu 
Det Hq Fourth Army, AF Ln Pilot Sch, Waco 


AFB, Tex. 

Cap gton, Chicago, Tl, to 113th 
CIC Det Fifth Army, St Louis, Mo. 

ist Lt J C Sanders, Cp Chaffee, Ark, to 
2d Armd Div, Cp Hood, Tex. 

ist Lt T E McClain, Ft Ord, Calif, to 64th 
ag hg Bn, Cp Hood, Tex. 

1st Lt “I M beg me Cp Hooda, Tex, to 
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ist Lt H A Foris, Ft Jackson, SC, to Stu 
Det Hq Fourth Army, AF Ln Pilot Sch, Waco 
AFB, Tex. 


2d Lt P I Savage, Governors Is, NY, to 34 
Armd Cav Regt, Ft Meade, Md. 

2d Lt D E Clinkenbeard, Ft Benning, Ga, 
to Stu Det Hq Fourth A, AF La Pilot Sch, 
Waco AFB, Tex. 

The following Cav officers are reld from 
station indicated and are asgd to EUCOM, 
Bremerhaven, Germany 

1st Lt M C Hughes, Ft ‘sm, Okla. 

Maj AS Peck, jr, Cp Hood, Tex. 

Lt Col D Wagstaff, Chicago, Il. 

The following Cav officers are reld from 
station indicated and are asgd to US Army, 
Ft Richardson, Alaska:. 


Lt Col H D Easton, jr, Ft Knox, Ky. 
Lt Col W Miller, Phoenix, Ariz. . 
Maj AG Gayne, Ft Riley, Kans. 


FIELD ARTILLERY— 


Lt Col C’L Jones, Ft Benning, Ga, to OC 
of S, Wash, DC. 

Lt Col R B Gardner, New York, NY, to 
First Army 12424 ASU NY ORC Instr Gp, 
Watertown, NY. 

Lt Col P H Lash, jr, Ft Devens, Mass, to 
Fifth Army 5025th ASU CGSC, Ft Leaven- 
worth, Kans. ; 

Lt Col G T Powers, III, Wash, DC, to 7689th 
Haq Gp, USFA, Salzburg, Austria. 

Maj, F K Tourtellotte, Los Angeles, Calif, 
to US'Army Caribbean, Ft Amador, CZ. 

Maj R J Whitsit, Ft Lewis, Wash, to Sixth 
Army 6515th ASU, Provo, Utah. 

Maj W S Brady, Ft Bragg, NC, to 7689th 
Hq Gp USFA, Salzburg, Austria. 

Maj D N Roper, EUCOM, to 5257th ASU 
SAI ORC State of Mo, St Louis, Mo. 

Capt J R Reiser, Wewoka, Okla, to 78th 
Armed FA Bn, Cp Hood, Tex. 

Capt F B Stanley, Ft Missoula, Mont, to 
Sixth Army 6512th ASU Mont ORC Instr Gp, 
Billings, Mont. 

Capt J B Feldt, Ft Riley, Kans, to Fifth 
Army 5206th ASU Office of the SAI Minn 
NG, St Paul, Minn. 

Capt R Z Welch, Ft Knox, Ky, to 7689th 
Haq Gp USFA, Salzburg, Austria. 

ist Lt F C Price, Ft Meade, Md, to 109th 
CIC Det Second Army, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 

ist Lt P J O'Connor, Battle Creek, Mich, 
to Fourth A 40524 ASU AAA and GM Cen, 
Ft Bliss, Tex. 

ist Lt J L Stilley, Wash, DC, to 24 Det 24 
Sig Svc Bn, Petaluma, Calif. 





1st Sill, Okla, to Stu 
Det Hq Fourth A, AF Ln Pilot Sch, Waco 


AFB, a 

24 Lt H W Hoover, Cp Hood, Tex, to Stu 
t Hq Fourth A, AF Ln Pilot Sch, Waco 
AFB, Tex. 

24 Lt H E Haugerud, Phoenixville, Pa, to 
4th FA Bn, Cp Carson, Colo. 

2a Lt ML Alexander, Ft Sill, Okla, to 5th 
FA Gp, Ft Sill, Okla. 

24 Lt R L Danilavez, Ft Sam Houston, 
Tex, to 2d Armd Div, Cp Hood, Tex. 

The following FA officers are reld from 
station indicated and are asgd to EUCOM, 
Bremerhaven, Germany: 

Col F J Brown, Wash, DC. 

Col J Gall, Ft Sill, Okla. 

Col T L Futch, Charleston, SC. 

Col CS Blanchard, Ft Sill, Okla. 

Col P C Wehle, Ft Monroe, Va. 

Lt Col E D Russell, (Caribou, Maine, 

Capt J F Keester, Bragg, NC. 

1st Lt J B Culbertson, Ft Dix, NJ. 

1st Lt J R De Cair, jr, Ft Riley, Kans, 

The following FA officers are reld from 
station indicated and are asgd to FEC, Yoko- 
hama, Japan: 

1st Lt E B Eager, Ft Jackson, SC. 

1st Lt G B Haynes, Ft Jackson, SC. 

1st Lt B H Thompson, Ft Jackson, SC. 

Capt J M Shawhan, Ft Sill, Okla. 

ist Lt R T Wallace, Ft Jackson, SC, 

ist Lt A E Wiggins, Ft Lewis, Wash. 

Capt RL Vogt, Ft Benning,Ga, ~* 

1st Lt DD Dann, Ft Sill, Okla. 


COAST ARTILLERY CORPS-- 

Col J H Madison, Ft Bliss, Tex, to Third 
Army 3244th ASU ROTC the Citadel, Charles- 
ton, SC. 

Col C E Rothgeb, Santa Fe, NMex, to 
Ryukyus Comd, Okinawa. 

Lt Col C T Murrey, Denver, Colo, to OC 
of S, Wash, DC. 

Lt Col B H Johnson, Salem, Ore, to Sixth 
Army 6500th ASU Northern Subarea Hq, Van- 
couver Bks, Wash. 

‘Lt Col R T Connor, Jersey City, NJ, to 
First Army 12434 ASU, NJ Instr Gp, Newark, 


NJ. . 

Lt Col J W Rawls, Seattle, Wash, to OC 
of S, Wash, DC. 

Maj T D Caulfield, Whippany, NJ, to 
Fourth Army 40534 ASU AFF Bd No 4, Ft 
Bliss, Tex. 

Maj H C Brown, Ft Bliss, Tex, to Ryukyus 
Comd, Okinawa. 

Capt R G Olsen, Ft Sheridan, Ml, to 11th 
Abn Div, Cp Campbell, Ky. 

Capt K V Washbourne, Ft Baker, Calif, to 
3ist AAA Brig, Ft Baker, Calif. 

Capt F D Waters, San Francisco, Calif, to 
Ryukyus Comd, Okinawa. , 

Capt L W Hutchins, Chicago, Il, to 113th 
CIC Det Fifth Army, St Paul, Minn. 

1st Lt J J Cravens, Ft Bliss, Tex, to FEC, 
Yokohama, Japan. 

ist Lt P H Harty, Ft Bliss, Tex, to Ryukyus 
Comd, Okinawa. 

1st Lt A R Range, New York, NY, to 108th 
CIC Det First Army, White Plains, NY. 

24 Lt A M Wilson, IZ, Ft Bliss, Tex, to 
FEC, Yokohama, Japan. 


CORPS OF ENGINEERS— 
Maj Gen Lewis A Pick, C of E 


Col E J Peterson, Phoenixville, Pa, to The 
Engr Cen, Ft Belvoir, Va. 

Lt Col A R Jones, Marion, Ohio, to EUCOM, 
Bremerhaven, Germany 

Lt Col S W Dzluban, New York, NY, to 
OC of S, Wash, DC. 

Lt Col S Mitzen, Wash, DC, to Ryukyus 
Comd, Okinawa. 

Maj C Marr, Ft Adams, RI, to First Army 
1170th ASU, Ft Devens, Mass. 

Maj R C Matthews, Cp Holabird, Md, to 
115th CIC Det Sixth Army, San Francisco, 
Calif. 

Capt V T Arnim, Los Angeles, Calif, to 
Sixth Army 6513th ASU Southern Calif Det, 
San Diego, Calif. 

Capt A A Matera, Ft Lewis, Wash, to Sec- 
ond Army 2101st ASU, Ft Meade, Md. 

Capt L B Wadham, Ft Belvoir, Va, to 
MDW, 7092d ASU, Vint Hill Farms Sta, War- 
renton, Va. 

Capt J A Santoro, Governors Is, NY, to 
2225th AF Os Repl Depot, Ft Dix, NJ. 

Capt T E Christopher, Atlanta, Ga, to 
TRUST, Trieste. 

Capt J H Traul, Ft Belvoir, Va, to EUCOM, 
Bremerhaven, Germany. 

Capt T M Brown, Ft = Ky, to Hq Army 
Scty Agency, Wash, DC. 

1st Lt L H Hoffman, Cp Stoneman, Calif, 
to Ryukyus Comd, Okinawa. 

1st Lt C M Broadwater, jr, Ft Benning, Ga, 
to Ryukyus Comd, Okinawa. 

, 1st Lt J W Gromme, jr, Cp Hood, Tex, to 
hag 79th Engr Const Bn, Cp Stoneman, 

if. 

24 Lt E C Gibson, Cp Campbell, Ky, to 
307th Abn Engr Bn, Ft Bragg. NC. 

24 Lt A Honeggar, Cp Campbell, Ky, to 

Ky, to 
NY, to 


Lt A J Kapec, Ft 
q 


a 


a 


— Abn Engr Bn, Ft Bragg, NC. 
Lt R R Sterba, Cp Campbell, 

sor Abn Engr Bn, Ft Bragg, NC. 

24 Lt A J Elian, Governors Is, 
EUCOM, Bremerhaven, Germany. 

The following CE officers are reld from 
station — and are asgd to FEC, Yoko- 
hama, 

1st Lt F H Kellas, Ft Mason, Calif. 

1st Lt W O Bunker, Ft Bragg, NC. 

1st Lt W O Parker, San Francisco, Calif. 





2d Lt K L Martin, Ft Meade, Md. 
Maj J W Medusky, West Point, NY. 


SIGNAL CORPS— 
Maj Gen Spencer B Akin, CSO 

Col A M Pigg, Ft Monmouth, NJ, to AGO, 
Wash, DC. 

Col W W Jervey, Wash, DC, to EUCOM, 
Bremerhaven, Germany 

Capt R S Hughes, rt Monmouth, NJ, to 
Ryukyus Comd, Okinawa. 

Capt R M Quackenbush, Ft Monmouth, NJ, 
to 39th AAA AW Bn, Ft Meade, Md. 

Capt J C Mcintyre, Baltimore, Md, to 
7689th Hq Gp, USFA, Salzburg, Austria. 

Capt H E Enright, Carlisle Bks, Pa, to Hg 
Army Scty Agency, Wash, DC. 

Capt E Czerski, Ft Monmouth, NJ, to 511th 
Abn Sig Co, Cp Campbell, Ky. 

Capt C R Knoeller, Wash, DC, to 7689th 
Hq Gp, USFA, Salzburg, Austria. 

Capt H J Carpenter, Governors Is, NY, to 
First Army 1300th ASU Brooklyn Army Base, 
NY 


Capt J Openshaw, Wash, DC, to Hq ASA 
Hawaii, Ft Shafter, TH. 

Capt C R Rambo, Wash, DC, to Hg ASA 
Hawaii, Ft Shafter, TH. 

1st Lt F J Fowler, Cp Stoneman, Calif, to 
3441st ASU, Cp Gordon, Ga. 

lst Lt A E Moose, Wash, DC, to Stu Det 
CIC Cen, Cp Holabird, Md. 

lst Lt G E Darrough, Chambersburg, Pa, 
to Stu Det Hq Fourth Army, AF Ln Pilot 
Sch, Waco AFB, Tex. 

lst Lt E B Sharpe, Ft Monmouth, NJ, to 
82d Abn Div Sig Co, Ft Bragg, NC. 

1st Lt C J Kimball, Cp Gordon, Ga, to 
EUCOM, Bremerhaven, Germany. 

1st Lt G W Steele, Wash, DC, to FEC, 
Yokohama, Japan. 

ist Lt M W Johnson, Seattle, Wash, to 
Marianas-Bonins Comd, Guam. 

lst Lt F C Hoover, Wash, DC, to 7689th 
Hq Gp USFA, Salzburg, Austria. 

lst Lt P J Halle, Brooklyn, NY, to First 
Army 1170th ASU, Ft Devens, Mass. 

2d Lt R A Yoder, Chicago, Ill, to 4th Sig 
Bn, Ft Bragg, NC. 

2d Lt F R Champion, Ft McPherson, Ga, to 
4th Sig Bn, Ft Bragg, NC. 

2d Lt W G Nichols, Ft Sam Houston, Tex, 
to 51st Sig Opn Bn, Ft Meade, Md. 

24 Lt A R O'Connor, Ft Benning, Ga, to 
Third Army 344lst ASU, Cp Gordon, Ga. 


ADJUTANT GENERAL’S DEPARTMENT— 
Maj Gen E F Witsell, TAG 

Col R Nemo, Wash, DC, to CIC Cen, Cp 
Holabird, Md. 

Capt E K Matson, Cp Kilmer, NJ, to Hq 
First Army, Governors Island, NY. 

Capt W L Hewes, III, Chicago, Ill, to 113th 
CIC Det, Fifth Army, Denver, Colo. 

Capt J F Regan, San Francisco, Calif, to 
2d Inf Div, Ft Lewis, Wash. 

1st Lt J J Leonard, Wash, DC, to Thigi 
A 344lst ASU Sta Complement, Cp Gordon, 
Ga. 


24 Lt J S Brulatour, Cp Campbell, Ky, to 
Stu Det CIC Cen, Cp Holabird, Md. 


QUARTERMASTER CORPS— 
Maj Gen H Feldman, QMG 


Col R E Ireland, Wash, DC, to 918lst TSU 
Ft Worth QM Depot, Ft Worth, Tex. 

Col N J Robinson, Chicago, Ill, to Fifth 
aoa 5610th ASU Fitzsimons GH,’ Denver, 

lo. 
» Col J B Daugherty, Ft Monroe, Va, to First 

1262d ASU, Ft Dix, NJ. 

Lt Col W R Day, Vancouver Bks, Wash, to 
Sixth Army 6514th ASU,»Portland, Oreg. 

Lt Col J E James, Jeffersonville, Ind, to 
OCAFF, Ft Monroe, Va. 

Maj G F Brooks, Ft Worden, Wash, to 
Sixth Army 6006th ASU, Ft Lewis, Wash. 

Maj J W Ginter, San Francisco, Calif, to 
916lst TSU Det No 16, Los Angeles, Calif. 

Capt W O Adams, Oakland, Calif, to Sec- 
ond Army 2102d ASU, Indiantown Gap Mil 
Res, Indiantown Gap, Pa. 

Capt H E Williams, Wash; DC, to QM Cen, 
Cp Lee, Va. 

Capt A J Kennedy, Philadelphia, Pa, to 
Marianas-Bonins Comd, Guam. 

Capt M Max, Seattle, Wash, to EUCOM, 
Bremerhaven, Germany. 

Capt J B Medagliani, Cp Lee, Va, to Fifth 
Army 5022d ASU, Cp Carson, Colo. 

ist Lt R D Harding, Phoenixville, Pa, to 
9140th TSU Atlanta Gen Depot USA, Atlanta, 
Ga. 


FINANCE DEPARTMENT— 
Maj Gen E M Foster, C of F 


Lt Col V S Gafford, Cp Holabird, Md, to 
AFC, Bldg 107, St Louis, Mo. 

Lt Col C H Miles, jr, Wash, DC, to USMA, 
West Point, NY. 

Lt Col A A Dunn, Boston, Mass, to First 
Army 1170th ASU, Ft Devens, Mass. 


MEDICAL DEPARTMENT— 
Maj Gen B W Bliss, 8G 
Medical Corps 
Capt G W Hambrick, jr, Ft Dix, NJ, to 
rg Army 3420th ASU Sta Hosp, Ft 


Medical Service Corps— 
Col Othmar F Gortup, Chief 
Capt L G Green. Cp Lee, Va, to Brooks 
AMC, Ft Sam Houston, Tex. 
(Continued on Next Page) 
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Army Orders 
(Continued from Preceding Page) 
1st Lt W M Murray, Denver, Colo, to 14th 
RCT, Cp Carson, Colo. 
1st Lt F S Novaky, Long Island, NY, to 
Sixth Army 6008th ASU, Ft Worden, Wash. 
Women’s Medical Specialist Corps— 
Col Emma E Vogel, Chief 


ist Lt E V Klett, Phoenixville, Pa, to 
Fitzsimons GH, Denver, Colo, 
Army Nurse Corps— 

Col Mary G Phillips, Chief 

Capt R E McCain, San Francisco, Calif, to 
Marianas-Bonins Comd, Guam. 

Capt B J Sarrokie, Ft Belvoir, Va, to Wil- 
Mam Beaumont GH, Ft Bliss, Tex. 

Capt C M Jentgen, Battle Creek, Mich, to 
Second Army Sta Hosp, Ft Meade, Md. 

1st Lt M M Joseph, Battle Creek, Mich, to 
Lr Army 502lst ASU Sta Hosp, Ft Riley, 


ist Lt P Schmickley, Ft Sill, Okla, to US 
Army, Caribbean, Ft Amador, CZ. 

ist Lt M E Jordan, Ft Sam Houston, Tex, 
to Philippine Comd, Clark AFB, Luzon, PL 

ist Lt M Duncan, Cp Lee, Va, to US Army 
Forces, Antilles, San Juan, PR. 

1st Lt F R Smithers, Battle Creek, Mich, to 
Fifth Army Sta Hosp, Cp Carson, Colo. 

1st Lt J C McGuire, Tacoma, Wash, to 
Philippine Comd, Clark AFB, Luzon, PI. 

ist Lt E W Lund; EUCOM, to Sta Hosp, 
Ft Monmouth, NJ. 

ist Lt M V McNamara, Cp Lee, Va, to US 
Army Forces, Antilles, San Juan, PR. 

ist Lt M V Dee, Battle Creek, Mich, to 
Fifth Army, 502lst ASU Sta Hosp, Ft Riley, 


1st Lt Z M Welch, Battle Creek, Mich, to 
Fifth Army 502lst ASU Sta Hosp, Ft Riley, 


24 Lt J M Confort, El Paso, Tex, to 
Marianas-Bonins Comd, Guam. 

24 Lt B J Hoehn, Cp Hood, Tex, to 
Marianas-Bonins Comd, Guam. 

The following ANC officers are reld from 
— Ga, and are asgd to station indl- 
cated: 

Maj M N Brannon, to Second Army Sta 
Hosp, Cp Campbell, Ky. 

Maj N G Gillahan, to Second Army Sta 
Hosp, Ft Knox, Ky. 


PRGR, Cocoa, Fla. 

1st Lt S C Mooney, to Joint Lang Range 
PRGR, Cocoa, Fla. 

24 Lt M A Jones, to Fourth A 4050th ASU, 
Ft Sill, Okla. 

24 Lt P J Genter, to Fourth A 4050th ASU, 
Ft Sill, Okla. 

24 Lt C K Pecha, to Fourth Army 4050th 
ASU, Ft Sill, Okla. 

The following ANC officers are reld from 
station indicated and are asgd to FEC, Yoko- 
hama, Japan: - ; 

Capt M S Barry, Ft Sam Houston, Tex. 

M V Bean, San Francisco, Calif. 
Baumgartner, Ft Sam Houston, 


M 

F Wallen, Battle Creek, Mich. 

E Buckner, San Francisco, Calif. 
A Chamberlain, Ft Sam Houston, 
H 


Corbin, San Francisco, Calif. 
R M Curley, Cp Stoneman, Calif. 
M A Cruz, Battle Creek, Mich. 
K W Davis, San Francisco, Calif. 

B J Doody, El Paso, Tex. 

t J Thomas, Battle Creek, Mich. 
t V P Stamps, Cp Hood, Tex. 
RGSmith, Ft Bragg, NC, 

A Rogers, Augusta, Ga. 

F Renegar, Cp Hood, Tex. 

C Register, Battle Creek, Mich. 
G MclInary, Battle Creek, Mich. . 
A Miller, Cp Lee, Va. 

A Pieper, Ft Sill, Okla. 

Duley, Cp Stoneman, Calif. 
Drumm, San Francisco, Calif. 
Felton, Battle Creek, Mich. 

E Gibbons, Battle Creek, Mich. 
Goldstein, San Francisco, Calif. 
M Griffith, El Paso, Tex. 

T Harrell, Battle Creek, Mich. 
E Hughes, Ft Benning, Ga. 

2d Lt B L Jones, Phoenixville, Pa. 

1st Lt M’'D Kimmey, El Paso, Tex. 

The following ANC officers are reld from 
station indicated and are asgd to Ryukyus 
Comd, Okinawa: 

24 Lt D M Cochrane, El Paso, Tex. 

Capt M O Conin, Ft Benning, Ga. 
pt B K Janas, San Francisco, Calif. 
Lt IM Jordan, Ft Bragg. NC. 

Lt J L Gillespie, Ft Bragg, NC. 

Lt L Creel, Ft Benning, Ga. 

CM Kiely, Ft Sam Houston, Tex. 
E Mahar, Battle Creek, Mich. 
M McCallum, Ft*Jackson, SC. 
Mispaugh, Ft Lawton, Wash. 
S Patterson, Ft Sill, Okla. 

M York, Ft Sam Houston, Tex. 
R York, Ft Sam Houston, Tex. 
N Stephan, Battle Creek, Mich. 
D Richardson, Ft Benning, Ga. 
A Reinhardt, Denver, Colo. 

S Patterson, Ft Sill, Okla. 


ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT— 
Maj Gen E L Ford, Cof 0 
Col H L. Campbell, Rochester, NY, to AGO, 
ash, DC. 


Ww 
Capt C F Snyder, jr, Phoenixville, Pa, to 
Second Army 2118th ASU, Cp Campbell, Ky. 
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Capt O H Allen, Stockton, Calif, to Tooele 
Ord Depot, Tooele, Utah. 

Capt E Knickerbocker, Cp Hood, Tex, to 
Raritan Ars, Metuchen, NJ. 

Capt C N Reed, Chambersburg, Pa, to 512th 
Ord HM Co, Ft Bliss, Tex. 

Capt W Mulheron, jr, Center Line, Mich, to 
Hq Aberdeen Pr Gr, Md. 

Capt M P Vermette, Aberdeen Pr Gr, Md, 
to Det F ID GSUSA, Arlington, Va. 

1st Lt R Sherman, Aberdeen Pr Gr, Md, to 
19th AAA Gp, Ft Meade, Md. 

lst Lt F L Gropp, Ft Knox, Ky, to 4th 


‘RCT, Ft Lewis, Wash. 


lst Lt D R Greene, Aberdeen Pr Gr, Md, 
to Sixth Army 6012th ASU, Cp Stoneman, 
Calif. 

1st Lt J J France, El Paso, Tex, to White 
Sands Pr Gr, Las Cruces, NMex. 

1st Lt L I Sibley, Aberdeen Pr Gr, Md, to 
Det “F’’ GSUSA, Arlington, Va. 

The following Ord Dept officers are reld 
from station indicated and are asgd to Stu 
Det Hq Fourth Army, AF Ln Pilot Sch, Waco 
AFB, Tex: 

Capt J F Sullivan, Ft Wayne, Mich. 

Maj C E Hollis, Wash, DC, 

Maj E Lesowitz, Ogden, Utah. 

1st Lt H W McGrath, Ft Knox, Ky. 

The following Ord Dept officers are reld 
from station indicated and are asgd to FEC, 
Yokohama} Japan: 

Maj H Kirkpatrick, Ft MacArthur, Calif. 

Maj P L Campbell, Aberdeen Pr Gr, Md. 

Maj O Monaghan, Apco, Ohio. 

The following Ord Dept officers are reld 
from station indicated and are asgd to 
EUCOM, Bremerhaven, Germany: 

Maj E D MacDonald, Augusta, Ga. 

Maj K M Wheelock, Wash, DC. 

1st Lt B C Farr, Aberdeen Pr Gr, Md. 


CHEMICAL CORPS— 
Maj Gen A C McAuliffe, C of Cmi0 

Maj E J Farrell, A Cm] Cen, Md, to US 
Army, Ft Richardson, Alaska. 

Capt S S Wilson, Governors Is, NY, to 9th 
Inf Div, Ft Dix, NJ. , 

Capt M K Tobey, A Cml Cen, Md, to US 
Army, Ft Richardson, Alaska. 

24 Lt J D Pirkl, A Cm] Cen, Md, to Fourth 
Army 40524 ASU AAA and GM Cen, Ft Bliss, 
Tex. e 


CHAPLAINS CORPS— 
Maj Gen Roy H Parker, C of C 
Capt H C Rickard, Brooklyn, NY, to MDW, 
7025th ASU South Post, Ft Myer, Va. 


TRANSPORTATION CORPS— 
Maj Gen Frank A Heileman, C of T 

Col F W Hyde, Ft McPherson, Ga, to Fifth 
Army 52624 ASU, Office of the SAI, ORC, 
F E Warren AFB, Wyo. 

Lt Col H O Tubbs, Ft Hamilton, NY, to 
FEC, Yokohama, Japan. 

Maj C R Sandstrom, Ft Hamilton, NY, to 
FEC, Yokohama, Japan. 

Maj H R Bush, Columbus, Ohio, to OC of S, 
Wash, DC. 

Capt C E Collins, Cp Stoneman, Calif, to 
USA, Ft Richardson, Alaska. 

Capt J S Adams, Ft Totten, NY, to First 
Army 12424 ASU NY OCD Instr Gp. 

Capt M Cohen, Ft Mason, Calif, to Hq and 
Hq Det 14th Transport Bn, Cp Stoneman. - 

Capt L M Foster, Ft Hamilton, NY, to 
New York POE, Brooklyn, NY. 

. Capt S V Bounds, Battle Creek, Mich, to 
Ft Eustis, Va. 

Capt P H Doran, Ft Mason, Calif, to Hq and 
Hq Det 14th Trans Port Bn, Cp Stoneman, 
Calif. 

Capt W J Mazike, Ft Mason, Calif, to Hq 
and Hq Det 14th Trans Port Bn, Cp Stone- 
man, Calif. 

1st Lt J N Kennedy, Ft Mason, Calif, to Hq 
and Hq Det 14th Trans Port Bn, Cp Stone- 
man, Calif. 

lst Lt U H Pettine, Cp Holabird, Md, to 
FEC, Yokohama, Japan. 

The following TC officers are reld from 
Brooklyn, “NY, and are asgd to 7th Trans 
Med Port, Ft Hamilton, NY: 

Maj R Wucher, jr Capt D O Rodriguez 
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Maj M J Splaine ist Lt J E Lawson 
Capt L H Madison ist Lt E J Phillips, jr 


CORPS OF MILITARY POLICE— 
Maj Gen E P Parker, jr, PMG 


Lt Col G R Momeyer, Cp Chaffee, Ark, to 
Hq Fourth Army, Ft Sam Houston, Tex. 

Maj M H Rubin, Cp Hood, Tex, to Ryukyus 
Comd, Okinawa. 

Capt G P Carlisle, Ft Meade, Md, to Sec 
ond Army 2151st ASU, Aberdeen Pr Gr, Md. 

lst Lt M S Ramey, Ft Jackson, SC, to Hq 
Army Scty Agency, Europe, Frankfurt, Ger- 
many. 

lst Lt A C Monferrato, New York, NY, to 
108th CIC Det First Army, Camden, NJ. 

lst Lt W J Martin, Ft Lewis, Wash, to 
Third Army 344lst ASU the MP Sch, Cp 
Gordon, Ga. 

The following CMP officers are reld from 
station indicated and are asgd to FEC, Yoko- 
hama, Japan: 

Lt Col W K Shankle, Wash, DC. 

Maj H J Michau, Ft Dix, NJ. 

Lt Col W L Norfray, Cp Gordon, Ga. 

Maj F S Sherman, Ft Lewis, Wash. 

Maj J H Smith, Ft Bragg, NC. 

ist Lt R C Andrews, Ft Knox, Ky. 

Capt R R Arvidson, Milwaukee, Wis, 

ist Lt H T Bennett, New Orleans, La. 

ist Lt E M Cochran, Cp Lee, Va. 

1st Lt W H Manion, Ft Bragg, NC. 

ist Lt D E Reilly, Cp Stoneman, Calif, 

1st Lt D H Smith, Ft Jay, NY. 

Capt S H Wolford, Ft Meade, Md. 

1st Lt O Speary, jr, Cp Gordon, Ga. 

2d Lt J E Stanley, Cp Gordon, Ga. 

ist Lt LG Rader, jr, Ft Lewis, Wash. 

2d Lt L O Giuffrida, Ft Meade, Md. 


WOMEN’S ARMY CORPS— 
Col M A Hallaren, Director 


Capt M E Pomeroy, Cp Lee, Va, to Third 
Army 3420th ASU, Ft Bragg, NC. 

Capt E V Sattre, Ft Dix, NJ, to FEC, Yoko- 
hama, Japan. 

ist Lt F S Cameron, Cp Lee, Va, to FEC, 
Yokohama, Japan. 

2d Lt V L Moeckel, Cp Lee, Va, to Second 
A 210ist ASU WAC Det, Ft Meade, Md. 


SPECIAL SERVICES— 
Maj Gen T W Herren, Chief 

Maj C H Ennis, Ft Benning, Ga, to Hq 
Third Army, Ft McPherson, Ga. 

Capt E C Onstott, Gravelly Point, Va, to 
MDW 7055th ASU Cameron Sta, Alexandria, 
Va. 

ist Lt E E Harrell, Ft Crockett, Tex, to 
Fourth Army 4103d ASU, Army and Navy 
GH, National Pk, Ark, 


CHIEF WARRANT OFFICERS— 

D D Topham, Cp Carson, Colo, to Fifth 
Army 5211th ASU Office of the SAI Wis NG 
Instr Gp, Madison. nm 

R W Swanberg, Ft Crockett, Tex, to 5th 
FA Gp, Ft Sill, Okla. 

E A Gray, New York, NY, to 108th CIC 
Det First Army, Augusta, Me. 

L Finkelstein, Ft Wright, NY, to First 
Army 1108th ASU Hq and Hq Det HD of 
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Narragansett Bay, Ft Adams, RI. 
pt. oo a Ft Crockett, Tex, to San 
mio Reg ce Army Audit , Ft 
Sam Houston, Tex. spare 
R W Gorrell, Ft Monmouth, NJ, to Stu Det, 
oo Sig —— saute Md. 
‘K Barton, Wash, to Hq 24 Army 
Div, Cp Hood, Tex. m 
S J Moore, Ft McPherson, Ga, to EUCOM, 
ee oe Germany. 
kin, jr, Chicago, Ill, to Chicago 
Reg] Office, Jeffersonville QM Depot, Jeffer- 
sonville, Ind, 


WARRANT OFFICERS (JG)— 

E Kaufman, Cp Holabird, Md, to 108th CIC 
= by “an New York, NY. °* 

cott, Gordon, to Third Army 

%420th ASU, Ft Bragg, NC 

D R Cockerill, Cp Gordon, Ga, to Third” 
Army 344th ASU, Ft Benning, Ga. 

B P Dolney, Cp Gordon, Ga, to Third 
Army 3420th ASU, Ft Bragg, NC. 

C F Decker, jr, Cp Campbell, Ky, to 2d 
Inf Div, Ft Benning, Ga. 

R J Holland, Waltham, Mass, to First 
Army 1301st ASU, Ft Monmouth, NJ. 

W E Brock, Ft Crockett, Tex, to 24 Armd 
3 o> Fence Tex. 

mmings, Orangeburg, to 

Abn Div, Ft Bragg, NC. a hegeg esis 

G W Lewis, Caldwell, Idaho, to 824 Abn 
Div, Ft Bragg, NC. 

K D Hoge, Butte, Mont, to 824 Abn Diy, 
Ft Bragg, NC. 

R J Swee, Ft Missolua, Mont, to 82d Abn 
Div, Ft Bragg, NC. 

H W Lamb, Ft Bliss, Tex, to 824 Abn Div, 
Ft Bragg, NC. 


RETIRED— 

Col W W Brier, Sec 51 PL 
80th Congress. deve ve _ 

Col E G Cowen, CAC, upon own appl 

Col R J Pierce, Inf, pd (10%) Sec 402 and 
409, PL 351, 81st Congress. 

Col J B Haley, FD, pd (60%). 

CwoO F J Fandle, upon own appl. 
aoe SS ee PL 381, 80th 


gress. 

Col T F McCarthy, Inf, pd (60%). 

Col A Bliss, FA, upon own appl. 

Lt Col A A Roby, jr, VC, pd (809%). 

Lt Col J F Brooke, jr, Sig C, pd (105), Sec 


402 and 409, PL 351, 8lst Congress. 
Col W D Evans, CAC, Sec Sida, PL 381, 
80th Congress 


ei W E Mackintosh, Ord Dept, pd 
WwOJG W K Simmons, upon own appl, 
and advd to Maj. 


RESIGNED— 
1st Lt B B Elmer, jr, Sig C. 
1st Lt F C Stewart, jr, TC. 
ist Lt W F Ashby, Inf. 
1st Lt R O Bullock, FA, 
Capt J J McLoone, MC, 
. (Please turn to Page 718) 
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SERVICE NEWS AND GOSSIP 








Foreign Affairs—The official announcement this week that Russia is to have a 
separate naval ministry tends to confirm recent reports that the Soviet Union plans 
a material strengthening of its relatively small navy. This interesting development 
in disunification takes the navy away from the ministry of the armed forces, which 
now becomes the ministry of the army. The new naval ministry will be headed by 
Admiral Ivan S. Yumashev, former deputy minister of armed forces, and commander- 
in-chief of the Soviet fleet. . 

No disposition of the Red air force was announced, but presumably it will be a 
part of the army. Russian aviation during World War II was largely used in close 
support of ground troops, in attacks on personnel and on forward installations and 
lines of communications. Strategic bombing at that time was practically unknown in 
Russia. 

Since the war that country has produced a number of long-range bombers, pat- 
terned closely after the American B-29. It also has a considerable number of fast jet 
fighters, designed principally as interceptors. However, a large part of the formidable 
Russian air force will presumably be used in the future, as in the past, in tactical sup- 
port of ground operations. There is practically no Russian naval aviation. Therefore, 
the assignment of the air force to the Red army would not be entirely illogical. How- 
ever, it ‘s regarded as possible that a new ministry of military aviation may be sub- 
sequently announced. 

The principal strength of the Russian navy is in its submarine fleet. Admiral 
Forrest P. Sherman, United States Chief of Naval Operations, estimates that Russia 
has 270 undersea craft. Most of these are of the older conventional design, now ob- 
solescent, but some are of the new long-range snorkel type, developed by the Germans 
late in the war. These are capable of remaining at sea for long periods and have Un- 
usually high submerged speeds. Janes’ Fighting Ships, an authoritative British pub- 
lication, reports that Russia plans a fleet of 1,000 of these modern submarines in the 
next few years, a statement received with skepticism in British and American naval 
circles. 

Russian surface warships have been inconsequential. However, Janes’ reports that 
three ultra-modern, 35,000-ton battleships are under construction. These are said to 
be designed for launching aerial torpedoes, rockets and other guided missiles. One 
of these battleships, the Covietskaya Soyuz, is said to be nearly completed, and now 
being fitted af the Leningrad yards. If the report is correct that these three big battle- 
ships are under construction, it follows that additional fleet units, including carriers, 
cruisers, destroyers and auxiliary craft, will be.necessary to provide a balanced force. 
It is doubtful that Russia has the shipbuilding capacity to carry out any such program 
in the very near future. 

However, diplomatic sources regard it as highly probable that Russia is building 
up her navy as rapidly as her limited facilities will permit. In recent public addresses 
Admiral Yumashev and other ranking naval officers have insisted that the Russian 
navy be brought up to a strength comparable to that of the huge Red army. As a re- 
sult of World War I Russia is no longer a land-locked nation. She has acquired con- 
trol, both directly and through her satellites, of a number of excellent warm water 
ports. Red China now has available many important Pacific ports, to which Russia 
will have ready access, It is reported, without confirmation, that under a secret 
agreement, supplementing the recent Russo-Chinese treaty, Russia will be given 
control of seven North China harbors. 

Last October the Soviet government opened a naval academy at Leningrad, with 
a two-year course to train officers for the new fleet. Last month Viacheslav A Mali- 
shev, a leading Communist politician,as well as a capable industrial engineer, was 
made minister of shipbuilding to direct construction of both warships and merchant- 
men. 

The close result of last week’s British parliamentary election was a distinct dis- 
appointment to American officials, who, while neutral, hoped that the winning party 
would receive a decisive majority that would insure a stable government. The paper- 
thin majority of the successful Labor party gives no such assurance. This govern- 
ment expected no major change in foreign policy whichever party won, since the 
election was fought largely on domestic issues. However, it is feared that the inse- 
curity of the Labor government will make it hesitant about making long-term com- 
mitments so essential in the present international situation. 

Considerable satisfaction was expressed over the remarkably poor showing of 
the Communists in the British election. The two Red members of the previous parlia- 
ment were decisively defeated, each running a poor third in his constituency. No 
Communists were elected and most of 100 candidates of that party failed to poll 
enough votes to save their election deposits. 

Political observers agree that the new Labor government, again under Prime 
Minister Clement Attlee, with few changes in the cabinet, will probably not last a year. 
They are lik®wise agreed that another general election in the next few weeks is most 
unlikely. An early election would almost certainly be as inconclusive as the recent 
one, with a victory by either Conservatives or Labor by so small a margin as to pro- 
vide little or no improvement over the present situation. Hence the strategy of both 
sides appears to be to wait a new issue which may arise within a year. 

Americans were concerned this week about the violent death in Germany of 
Capt. Eugene S. Karpe, USN, recently Naval attache in Rumania. His mangled body 
was found on a railroad track in a tunnel in Southern Germany. Evidently he had 
fallen from a train on which he was a passenger en route to Paris. Circumstances 
indicated that his death may have been accidental, though the possibility of murder 
was investigated. He had been a close friend of Robert A. Vogeler, American business 
man, who was recently sentenced to 15 years’ imprisonment, after conviction by a 
Hungarian court on trumped-up charges of espionage. . 

The Russians this week announced that an election would be held in the Soviet 
zone of Germany in October. American High Commissioner John J. McCloy imme- 
diately countered with a proposal that a free election be held at that time through- 
out all Germany. Such an election would be under four-power supervision, a condition 
to which Russia is not likely to accede. "a 

To the surprise of nobody Chiang Kai-shek this week formally resumed the presi- 
dency of the feeble remnants of the Chinese nationalist government now in Formosa, 
and predicted ultimate victory over the Communists. Nationalist planes this week 
attacked two American freighters off the Communist-held port of Tsing-tao. This 
indicates a widening of the nationalist blockade, which, if effective, could greatly 
hamper the foreign trade of the Chinese Reds. 








Interest in the conflict in Asia still centers largely in Indo-China where the Red 
regime of Ho Chi-minh has just been recognized by Yugoslavia. On the other hand, 
Siam has followed the lead of France, Great Britain and the United States in rec- 
ognizing the French-supported government of Bao Dai. In Paris and other French 
cities Communists demonstrated in favor of the Red rebels in Indo-China. 

Arms shipments have begun from the United States to European countries which 
are parties to the North Atlantic Security Alliance. The first transfers of arms and 
equipment will be from existing stocks, excess to the immediate needs of American 
Armed Forces. Under the Mutual Assistance Program an immediate transfer of Na- 
val planes will be made to France. The French naval aircraft carrier Dixmude is due 
to arrive at Norfolk, Va., next Monday, where it will load a number of carrier-type 
fighters and bombers. These planes were recently rehabilitated at Naval Air Bases 
and flown to Norfolk for delivery to France. The Dixmude was originally an American 
Naval vessel which was transferred to England under lend-lease. In April 1945 it was 
turned over by the English to the French navy. 

In a British court Dr. Klaus Fuchs, the British scientist of German origin, was 
convicted this week of transmitting secret atomic data to Russia, and was sentenced 
to 14 years imprisonment, the maximum punishment under British law. It is under- 
stood that Dr. Fuchs, who readily admitted his guilt, gave the authorities valuable 
information concerning the network of Soviet spies in Britain and America. 

United States Senator Brien McMahon (D-Conn.), Chairman of the Joint Atomic 
Energy Committee, made an eloquent plea in the Senate for further negotiations with 
Russia to outlaw the use of atomic and hydrogen bombs and other weapons of mass 
destruction. He suggested an open meeting of the General Assembly in Moscow to 
discuss the problem. At his weekly press conference President Truman reiterated his 
desire to support every reasonable effort to promote world peace, but declared em- 
phatically that he had no intention of going to Moscow while he is President. 


Navy Selections—aAll but 72 of the Navy officers selected last week for promotion 
to commander were unrestricted line officers. Two were picked for limited duty only, 
eight for engineering duty, 13 for aeronautical engineering duty, and 49 for special 
duty. The remaining number, 178, included both Regulars and Reserve officers paid 
from Regular Navy appropriations. 

The age group for those selected ranged from 32 years to 52 years, with more 
than half of the total number falling into a 33-39 category. 

The majority of the selections were made from officers who received their com- 
missions in the Navy just prior to, or during, World War II. Twelve entered the 
Navy in 1937, 68 in 1938, 22 in 1939, 6 in 1940-41, 18 in 1942, and 3 in 1943. 

“At least 13 of the over-all number hold permanent grades as warrant officers or 
enlisted men. ; 

Board members were Rear Admirals Robert P. Briscoe, senior member; Albert 
M. Bledsoe; and Edgar A. Cruise; Captains Clarence E. Vosgeli, Frank C. Sutton, 
and Rudolph L. Johnson. 

When the board considered unrestricted Line officers and Limited Duty officers, 
Captains Robert B. Ellis, Charles W. Moses, and Lyle L. Koepke, sat on the board. 

Three other Captains: William H. Von Dreele, Allan L. Dunning, and Christian 
L. Engleman, were on the board when it considered engineering duty officers. When 
aeronautical engineering duty officers were considered, Captains Selden B. Spangler, 
Ross F. Mahachek, and Leonida D. Coates, jr., were on the board. 

Similarly, when considering Special Duty Officers, Captains Jefferson R. Dennis, 
Thomas H. Dyer, and Philip A. Walker served on the board. 


Admiral Denfel@? “Martyr’—Coincident with his retirement from the Navy this 
week, Admiral Louis Denfeld, former CNO, was hailed’ this week by Representative 
Edith Nourse Rogers (R. Mass.) for his contributions to National Defense. “The 
United States Navy and the personnel of the Navy Department owe to martyred Ad- 
miral Louis Denfeld a debt of gratitude they can never repay,” the Massachusetts 
legislator declared. “Some of those who did not dare to speak for our naval security 
will regret that they did not do so.” 


Portrait of General Smith—An oil portrait of Maj. Gen. Thomas L. Smith, Chief, 
Dental Division, Office of the Army Surgeon General, was unveiled 27 Feb. in the 
presence of General Smith, Maj. Gen. R. W. Bliss, the Surgeon General and a group 
of distinguished guests. General Bliss reviewed General Smith’s military history, 
pointing out that General Smith is the first dental officer ever to be made a permanent 
Major General in the United States Army. 

Maj. Gen. Walter D. Love, Deputy Chief, Dental Division, Office of the Surgeon 
General, introduced Maj. Gen. George R. Kennebeck, Chief, Dental Service, Depart- 
ment of the Air Force, who presented the portrait to Brig. Gen. Oscar P. Snyder, 
Chief, Dental Division, Armiy Medical Department Research and Graduate School, 
Army Medical Center, where it will be permanently placed. 

Cost of the painting was defrayed by voluntary contributions of dental corps 
officers on active duty, both Army and Air Force. The work was begun before the 
separation of the two medical services. 


Valuable “Short Snorter”—The 2143d Air Weather Wing in Tokyo claims Maj. 
William S. Barney, USAF, as its candidate as the “World’s Most Traveled Man.” 
In the early 40’s, Major Barney was stationed in Puerto Rico and while there, to 
satisfy his itching foot, visited Cuba, Peru, Ecuador, Brazil, Trinidad, British and 
French Guinea, Bolivia, Honduras, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Nicaragua, Mexico, 
Jamaica, Galapagos Islands, Colombia, Venezuela, Haiti, Virgin Islands, Saint Lucia, 
Antigua and Salvador. His next assignment took him to Europe for 16 months in 
1945 and 1946, where his B-4 bag had hardly a chance to touch the ground as he 
jumped from England to France, Germany, Switzerland, Scotland, Rumania, Yugo- 
slavia, Bulgaria, Albania, Hungary, Italy, Austria, Spain, Portugal, Belgium, the 
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Luxembourg, San Marino, Liechtenstein, 
Monaco, the Azores, Egypt, Jerusalem, Greece, Sicily, Sardinia, Corsica, Morocco, 
Libya, Arabia, India, Malta, and Gibraltar. 

One year in the States followed, then Major Barney was on the go again—this 
time to the Pacific, where the vast distances involved slowed his wanderlust some- 
what. However, he was able to tour Hawaii, Kwajalein Atoll, Johnson Island, Guam, 
Okinawa, the Philippines, Iwo Jima, Samoa, New Zealand, Australia, Guadalcanal, 
Wake Island, Marcus Island, Midway, Canton, Fiji, Dutch West Indies, and all the 
Japanese islands. 

Major Barney’s “Short Snorter,” a 40-foot affair, is believed to be one of the 
longest in existence and has a cash value of about $200. 

Coincidentally, Major Barney has been reassigned to the Headquarters of the 
Air Weather Service in Washington. 
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New WAF Uniform—Following the public debut of the new uniform for women 
in the Army last week, it is expected that the Air Force shortly will unveil the 
blue uniform for WAFs. At Lowry AFB, Colo., where the new uniform was demon- 
strated, WAFs expressed hearty approval. The uniform has no necktie and is 
described as more “feminine” than the present garb. 4 


Signal Corps Anniversary—Observing its 87th anniversary this week, the Army 
Signal Corps looked back on a year of accomplishment in many realms, from defense 
against radiological warfare to the purification of photographic wash water in the 
field. Maj. Gen. S. B. Akin, the Army’s Chief Signal Officer, promised there would be 
no let-up in the year ahead. He said there will be continuing emphasis on research 
and development, much of it directed toward an integrated system of communications. 

The Signal Corps was created by Congress, 3 March 1863, following the inven- 
tion of the wigwag system of communication by General Albert J. Myer. The Corps, 
then unique among the world’s armivs, continued as a scientific and pioneering 
agency. It pushed telegraph lines across the growing Nation’s frontiers, began weather 
forecasting, built (and still operates) communications for Alaska, bought the country’s 
first military airplane, and made radar contact with the moon. 


Adm. Denfeld Leaves Navy—On the eve of the House Armed Service Committee’s 
announcement which branded his ouster as a retaliatory measure on the part of Navy 
Secretary Matthews, Admiral Louis E. Denfeld was give a 19-gun salute at Boston, 
preparatory to his departure from the Naval service. The following day, while the 
Committee’s report was being made public, the férmer Chief of Naval Operations 
was officially retired in a quiet ceremony at the Boston Naval Shipyard. 


Sec. Matthetvs to Eire?—Following published reports this week that~he was to 
be appointed as the United States Ambassador to Eire, Navy Secretary Francis P. 
Matthews said the only mention he had heard of the story “has been in the news- 
paper.” He said that “the subject has never been mentioned to me by the President, 
and I have never mentioned it to him. I thoroughly enjoy my work as Secretary of 
the Navy” and “like the people with whom I am associated here.” 

He said that “there is definitely a job to be done” in his present position, and 
“I expect to stay here until the job is completed and as long as the President wants 
me.” 


Quartermaster Corps—Col. James A. Durnford and Col. William W. Brier re- 
tired from active service 28 Feb., after more than 30 years’ service. Col. Ralph E. 
Ireland, who has been Chief, Remount Branch, Field Service Division, OQMG, will 
be transferred 20 March to Ft. Worth Quartermaster Depot. Col. Nicholas J. Robin- 
son, Commandant of the Quartermaster Subsistence School, Chicago, will be reas- 
signed to duty as Post Quartermaster, Fitzsimons General Hospital, Denver, Colo., 
15 April. 


Army Finance Department—Maj. John H. Mathias, FD, Finance Officer, Mel- 
bourne Finance Office, U. S. Army, Australia, is currently in the United States 
for a short tour of temporary duty. Prior to his assignment in Australia, Major 
Mathias was Chief of the Management Division, Office Chief of Finance. Chief 
Warrant Officer William C. Schmidt is carrying on the functions of the office during 
Major Mathias’ absence. 

The Army has announced the retirement, for physical disability, of Col. James B. 
Haley, FD, after more than 30 years’ service. In 1946 he was assigned the duty of 
activating the Army Audit Agency, at that time a function of the Office Chief of 
Finance. For over a year, Colonel Haley has been a patient at Letterman General 
Hospital, San Francisco, Calif. 


Signal Corps—Among recent assignments within the Office of the Chief Signal 
Officer are: Lt. Col. Elmer L. Littell to Depot Branch; Lt. Col. Maynard C. Raney to 
Executive Branch, Procurement and Distribution Division; and Capt. Robert L. 
Gabardy to Policy and Plans Branch. 

Other Signal Corps assignments are: Col. Wellington D. Dillinger from Far 
East Command to Signal Corps Procurement Agency, Philadelphia; Col. Francis 
E. Kidwell fr6m duty in Greece to Office of the Chief Signal Officer; Col. Kenneth 
F. March from Belle Meade General Depot to Signal Corps Training Center, Camp 
Gordon, Ga.; and Col. Arthur E. Michelsen from Staff and Faculty, Industrial College 
of the Armed Forces to duty with the Munitions Board, OSD, Washington, D. C. 
Among Signal Corps officers recently designated to attend courses at the Armed 
Forces Staff College are: Lt. Cols. Carl A. Cuphaver, James D. DeMarr and Eric 
R. Osborne, and Maj. Angelo M. Ricciardelli. 


Naval Dental Corps—Capt. Clifford B. Allen, DC, USN, Commanding Officer of 
the Naval Dental Clinic, Naval Gun Factory, Washington, D. C., will attend the 
logistic course at the Naval War College, Newport, Rhode Island commencing in 
August. Comdr. Galen R. Shaver, DC, USN, who is presently attending this course 
at the Naval War College, will be assigned to the Naval Medical Material Office, 
Sands and Pearl Streets, Brooklyn, N. Y., upon completion of the course in June. 


Air Chaplain—Chaplain (Lt. Col.) James R. Davidson has reported to the Air 
Proving Ground, Eglin AFB, Fla. He has been a sportsman pilot for 25 years. 


Infantry Center—Brig. N. A. K. Raza, Pakistan military attache to Washington, 
D. C., made an inspection tour of Ft. Benning, Ga., last week. He toured the Infantry 
School’s Airborne, Automotive, and Communications departments, and witnessed 
several school demonstrations and training exercises. 

Lt. Col. Bruce Palmer, jr., recently assumed chairmanship of an instructional 
committee in the Infantry School’s Tactical department. Colonel Palmer, a former 
cavalryman, served in the South Pacific during the war. 


Army General School—The largest class to attend the Spe@ial Associate Course 
of the Command and General Staff College at the Army General School, began 
27 Feb. at Ft. Riley, Kans. An enrollment of about 65 high-ranking Reserve officers 
from all parts of the middle west constituted Class 2, Phase I, of the course of 
instruction set up by the Army as part of the curriculum of the Command and 
General Staff College at Leavenworth, Kans. This is the third two-week class to be 
held this year. The course is designed to qualify senjor officers as division staff officers 
and as division commanders. 
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Air Force Leadership—The need for a constant study of leadership in the Air 
Force is stressed by Capt. John B. Barron, USAF, in an article “Wanted: Intellectual 
Leadership” appearing in the Air University Quarterly Review. Captain Barron, who 
is now on duty with the Public Information Staff of the Maneuver Commander, 
Puerto Rican Exercises, suggests that the Air University recommend the appointment 
of a committee of senior officers to consider the problem. 

“There is,” Captain Barron writes, “not only a need to submit our conception 
of leadership to restudy but a need for our leaders to assess themselves. This will 
require that they be thoroughly honest with themselves; that they recognize that 
their obligation to render compeent leadership is greater than ever. Certain questions 
will require resolute and courageous answers. Why, for example, the present an- 
tagonism of many Americans to their military leaders? Why the continual sniping 
at officers by both press and radio? Why the faintly contemptuous connotation which 
has affixed itself to the term ‘brass’—and which is growing increasingly less faint? 
Do these attitudes represent only the natural, traditional suspicion of a democratic 
society toward its members-at-arms? Do they reflect the public’s ‘sense of partner- 
ship’ in the military services? Are they tokens of the American's chronic distaste 
for being ordered about? Or do they arise partly out of the behavior characteristics 
of officers themselves?” 

He suggests that the proposed Air University committee be asked: 

“(1) To direct the administration of tests to fix the broad areas in which officers 
are most typically deficient. It is impossible to measure what a man és; only the 
least vital part of him is measurable at all. But it is entirely practicable to get an 
approximate idea of the extent of a man’s knowledge, the values which guide his 
thinking, his imaginative scope, even his judgment. 

“(2) To consider raising the educational requirements for a commission to a 
college degree. 

“(3) To study the service school system with a view toward broadening its base. 
As a practical matter we should require more instruction in the social sciences and in 
the humanities. Since no military institution exists in a vacuum, the Air Force leader 
must understand something of the social forces which pull and hau! his organization. 

“(4) To examine the feasibility of adding written examinations to the ‘best 
qualified’ method of promotion. 

“(5) To study the advisability of détailing more officers to civilian schools for 
undergraduate and graduate study, especially in the social sciences, 

“(6) Finally, to make appropriate recommendations to the Secretary of the Air 
Force. 

“More immediately,” he continues, “the Information and Education program 
should be rescued from a sickly effort to comply with an unpopular regulation. This 
means a live program conducted with vigor and fmagination, by professional teachers 
if necessary, with enough zeal for the program to give it some body. It means frequent 
lectures on base level by civie leaders, by writers, by scholars, by ‘men from every 
field who have a contribution to make. It means that commanders must be motivated 
to drive the program through year after year, 

“A trained and disciplined officer corps is as much the prime need of the military 
service as it was in the days of Lee and Grant. It was Lee’s constant concern. The 
great Virginian himself was an example of what character and intellect can mean 
to a military leader. The nobility of his character permeated his deeds even in the 
heat of his bitterest campaigns. 

“The Air Force requires a constant audit of its leadership. Everything depends 
upon it. Without good leadership, -efficiency is an illusion and morale is out the 
window.” 





B-36 Gas Consumption—The Air Force is attempting to cut the fuel consumption 
of the B-36 “intercontinental bomber.” Tests have been initiated at Kelly AFB, Tex., 
in an effort to increase the efficiency and decrease the fuel requirements for the 
giant bomber. It was noted that the B-36 uses more than 300 gallons of gas on 
warm-up and. take-off alone. 


Army Medical Department—Inauguration of a six-week training course on 6 
March to provide personnel for initial expansion of the new management program 
of the Army Medical Department was announced this week. The course will be given 
at Valley Forge General Hospital, Phoenixville, Pa., where the program was tested 
earlier this year. Procedures developed at Valley Forge hold great promise for im- 
provement in administration and operation, according to Maj. Gen. R. W. Bliss, Army 
Surgeon General. “In order to realize these improvements, the new management con- 
cepts will be introduced into all medical installations as rapidly as possible,” General 
Bliss stated. “Officers trained at this course will provide an essential link in the 
rapid expansion of this program. They should make possible an early realization of 
economies and increased efficiency.” 


“Strato Blue” Vehicles—New Air Force vehicles are to be painted blue instead 
of olive drab, hearings of a House Appropriations Subcommittee disclose. Testimony 
made public this week reveals that new vehicles will be painted a dark blue, described 
as “strato blue.” Old vehicles will be repainted this color as they go through depots 
and require new paint jobs. 


Military Sea Transportation Service—The Army began, 1 March, transfer 
of the approximately 162 vessels in its ocean-going fleet to the Military Sea Trans- 
portation Service of the Department of Defense, which is operated by the Navy. 
A total of 72 vessels located in the United States ports at New York, San Francisco, 
and Seattle were turned over to the Navy and approximately 90 Army vessels now 
assigned to overseas commands are scheduled for transfer to the MSTS progressively 
by 1 June. The Army transport service has been in operation for 52 years. 

Of the 72 vessels to be transferred on 1 March, nine are owned by the United 
States Maritime Commission and will be turned over to the Navy on a loan basis. 
Arrangements for the transfer of these vessels were completed by Maj. Gen. Frank 
A. Heileman, Chief of the Army Transportation Corps, and Rear Adm, W. M. 
Callaghan, who commands the Military Sea Transportation Service. 

The Military Sea Transportation Service, established by Secretary of Defense 
Louis Johnson on 1 Oct., 1949, is designed to provide, under one authority, control, 
operation and administration of ocean transportation for personnel, materiel, mail, 
and other cargoes for all agencies or departments of the military establishment. 
Loading and discharging of cargo will remain a responsibility of the department 
for which ocean transportation is furnished. ; 
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Raport Urges Restudy of Defense Concepts; Scores Denfeld Relief 


) pone gato is the text of “Unifica- 
tion and Strategy,” the report of the 
investigation by the house Committee on 
Armed Services on which hearings were 
held last October. The following is the 
complete text of the report except for 
the introductory sections setting forth 
factually the history of the unification 
law, the witnesses who appeared, the 

of freedom to testify, and the 














National Objectives 
Study of the testimony reveals to the com- 


Atemic Bombardment of Urban Areas 
Almost the entire high command of the 
comm! 


founded 

@hould war begin, the United States will 
fmmediately resort to atomic warfare, and 
(2) the United States will émploy such war- 
fare against large urban areas. The Navy’s 
éontention was that the Nation's long-range 
objective is a stable world society—and that 
this objective must underlie the Nation’s 
preparations for war and govern the methods 
by which it wages war; otherwise, according 

to the , the Nation may thwart its 
Ghjectives, although winning the war waged 
to achieve those objectives. 


As related to atomic bombardment of ur 
ban areas from high-altitude bomber aircraft, 


misery, poverty, despair, and 
wartare 


exerts an enormous influence 
upon the decisions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Tf heavily influences the peacetime military 
of the United States for war, 
the manner fn which the war itself is to be 


ra 





of the peace following the war. It is a ques- 
tion that, in the view of the committee, re- 
quires the utmost study by the agency of the 
Government established by law for this pur- 

the National Security Council— 
where the Nation's military and foreign 
policies are expected to be meshed into one 
common doctrine toward one com- 
mon goal. 

The committee does not conceive that the 
question can be fully answered unilaterally 
by the United States, for the actions of any 
future aggressor in the world would have a 
tremendous influence upon this country’s own 
use of atomic weapons. Even so, basic ques- 
tions remain to be answered. If the Nation 
resolves to resort to atomic warfare whether 
or not the enemy uses such weapons, this 
decision will heavily influence the degree of 
emphasis the Nation must place on produc- 
tion of atomic weapons in time of peace. This 
decision, moreover, will exert a great effect 
on the allocation of defense funds for weapons 
of war which can use the atomic weapon 
most effectively, weapons such as the very 
heavy long-range bomber aircraft and the 
enlarged aircraft carrier. And, if the decision 
is to resort to atomic warfare on urban areas 
from high-altitude aircraft, there is resultant 
heavy impact on the Nation’s investment in 
the annual defense budget for weapons In 
time of peace, with a diminution of invest- 
ment in one type of weapon, an increase in 
another. 

The issue, then, Is assuredly not academic. 
Neither is the decision one which should be 
haphazardly reached or left solely to military 
leaders to resolve. The decision belongs pri- 
marily within the National Security Council. 
The committee considers the question of such 
great importance to the Nation that it calls 
upon the Secretary of Defense to seek a thor 
ough study of the subject by the Council or 
a restudy of the subject, in the light of the 

testimony received by the committee, if such 
a study has already been made. 

The committee also holds the view that, as 
these basic decisions are reached, the Armed 
Services and Appropriations Committees of 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
should be fully advised thereof in the fullest 
detall so that the Congress may legislate and 
appropriate intelligently on national-defense 
problems, all of which are directly related 
to these fundamental decisions. 


Who Would Start a War and How? 


The national desire for peace, as General 
Bradley asserted, does not mean “peace at 
any price.’’ Circumstances may therefore 
arise that require resort to war. 

The witnesses generally agreed that in all 
the world only the Soviet Union today would 
possibly initiate war against the United 
States. 

It was further testified that, should Russia 
resort to war or embark upon a program 
requiring armed resistance, that nation may 
be expected to have at that time (1) a very 
powerful and dangerous submarine force, (2) 
an enormous land army capable of immediate 
attack on western Europe, (3) a 
tactical air force plus a strategic bomber 
force of respectable size capable of one-way 
attacks on the United States, and (4) a 
negligible surface navy. It was further test!- 
fied, and strongly emphasized by Navy wit- 
nesses, that before such a conflict would 
begin the Soviet Union would provide herself 
with well-stocked supply lines permitting the 
continuance of warfare for 6 months to a year 
without replenishment of the supply lines. 
General Bradley emphasized that the natural 
resources of Russia and her satellites are 
abundant and that Russian industrial produc- 
tion will be greater than in the last war. 
He and many other witnesses called particu- 
lar attention to the proximity of Russia to 
the ‘desirable commercial, industrial, and 
cultural prize’’ of western Europe. 

As to how the war would begin, the wit- 
nesses agreed that the aggressor will pick 
the time and place and the method as he 
sees ft. There was no guessing as to the 
time and place, but it was suggested that 
the method may be (1) a sneak attack or an 
attack culminating a period of great tension, 
(2) a one-way attack by bomber aircraft 
against the United States, (3) attacks against 
allies or positions of great value to the west- 
ern powers. 

The committee has no comment to offer on 
this testimony other than to express the view 
that the Nation must give steadily increasing 
attention to the readiness of the Nation’s 
defenses against air and sea attack and in- 
ternal sabotage in view of the terrible de- 
structiveness of modern weapons. 

The committee holds that the Nation can 
no longer, In peacetime, so long as interna- 
tional ofganizations cannot enforce the peace, 
indulge in lackadaisical planning or com- 
placency as to its defenses when blows are 
now possible at the very outset of a war— 
for the first time in the Nation’s history 
—which may stagger the ability of the Nation 
to wage war. Atomic attacks delivered 


vely 
ternal sabotage, could so cripple this Nation 
as to render it incapable of meeting reason- 





ably soon any powerful aggressor’s advances 
in European and Asiatic areas. Should this 
occur, leaving America confronted with Eu- 
rope’s industrial might turned to the service 
of an aggressor’s military machine, this Na- 
tion would be compelled to convert itself into 
an armed camp for an endless period of time 
and hence would lose its vaunted freedoms 
and competitive economy in the basic effort 
for survival in a hostile world. 

The prime need is to prevent the delivery 


‘of an effective attack. The accomplishment of 


this requires the Nation, for an indefinite 
time, to maintain truly sound, modern, alert 
military and naval forces capable of antici- 
pating and dealing effectively with a sudden 
aggressive onslaught, 

What Kind of a War Would It Be? 

All witnesses were in agreement that a 
future war will be long and difficult—that 
there Is no easy, painless, shortcut to victory 
in modern war by use of this or that weapon 
or through this or that strategic doctrine. 
With this the committee is in full accord, 
as it is also with the Navy emphasis on the 
concept that any future war will be world- 
wide in character. 

On this subject the Navy also expressed 
the viewpoint that the type of warfare fol- 
lowed by the United States may well have 
a bearing on the character of a future war— 
that, if the United States should initiate 
atomic bombardment of urban areas fn a fu- 
ture war, this would influence the nature of 
the retaliation against the United States or 
its allies by the nation against which such an 
attack were made. 

This situation prompts the committee to 
refer again to the need for an astute appraisal 
by the National Security Council of present 
strategic planning reference atomic warfare, 
again for the reason that military considera- 
tions alone should not resolve the question of 
when and how this Nation will resort to 
atomic warfare. 

Primary Needs of the United States 
When Wart Begins 

This question was one of the focal points 
of the testimony. Sharp disagreement was 
registered by the Navy with the direction of 
present planning by defense leaders to meet 
the Nation’s requirements immediately upon 
the outbreak of war. The dissent of Navy 
leadership with approved strategic concepts 
is as clearly revealed on this subject as on 
any other issue raised in the hearings. 

The controversy centered on a delineation 
of the Nation’s most pressing, most urgent 
needs on the outbreak of a war, an issue of 
signal importance, for the determination of 
these requirements produces, necessarily, 
emphasis on this or that weapon, this or that 
branch of the armed forces, in time of peace, 
and hence determines the allocation of limited 
peacetime appropriations among the services. 

It was the Navy contention that in time of 
peace, because of severe limitations on na- 
tional defense funds, the Nation can afford 
to maintain only those armed forces which 
will contribute directly to— 

1. The defense of the United States against 
air and sea attack. 

2. The defense of western Europe against 
land, sea, and air attack. 

8. The defense and seizure of bases needed 
for the initial and later stages of the war. 

4. Attack on forces invading western Eu- 
rope. 

5. Command of the seas. 

The Navy considered an unsupportable 
luxury ali military weapons and activities 
which fail in time of peace to contribute the 
most to the attainment of these ‘‘first needs.”’ 

Strategic bombing (high-altitude bombing 
attacks on area targets In the hinterland of 
an enemy), Navy strategists contended, will 
not serve any of these requirements, for the 
giant, high-altitude bomber cannot defend 
the United States, seize or hold advance 
bases, defend western Europe, effectively at- 
tack advancing troops in western Europe, or 
maintain control of the seas. It wes held that 
tactical air power rather than strategic air 
power, plus ground troops and sea power, are 
the only military instrumentalities that can 
meet these elementary requirements. Naval 
leaders concluded that the Nation is unwisely 
investing, in time of peace, substantial sums 
of limited defense appropriations for stra- 
tegic bombing, although it was acknowledged 
that need for strategic bombers In large 
numbers will become great in the later stages 
of a war after the enemy has been contained 
and command tn the air over enemy territory 
has been achieved. 

The responding argument received by the 
committee was that the atomic bomb and 
the long-range strategic bomber are an effec- 
tive deterrent to the beginning of a war, and 
that if war comes “‘an immediate, full-scale 


tribute enormously to the success of surface 
engagements and to a reduction in the num- 
ber of casualties. It was further d that 
strategic bombing is -the only rnative 
available to the United States as a balance 
for the vast numbers of ground troops avail- 
able to a potential enemy. 

The committee conigione this issue a mul- 





tiplicity of complexities involving a number 
of matters which were not covered in the testi- 
mony. The nature of the defense plan agreed 
upon by the signatories to the Atlantic Pact, 
wherein this Nation's strategic plans have 
been dovetailed into an over-all defense ef- 
fort, has a great influence, or should have, 
in the view of the committee, on the 
responsibilities the United States is to 
assume in the earliest days of a war. 
Yet these obligations were not delineated 
in the committee’s hearings. Moreover, 
the latest atomic weapons were, of course, 
not thoroughly discussed in the: hearings, 
although the power of the new atomic wea- 
pons would have much to do with the effec- 
tiveness of a strategic bombing attack using 
such weapons. Additionally, the myriad de- 
tails contained in the Nation’s 
documents, wherein are related what is now 
known of the potential enemy’s capabilities, 
his weapons, and his apparent intentions, 
were not revealed to the committee. These 
factors likewise have a great bearing on 
America’s first needs on the outbreak of a 
war. 

The committee thereforé draws a general 
conclusion on this issue which does not at- 
tempt to resolve the controversy by a ‘‘find- 
ing’’ In favor of one strategic concept as 
opposed to another. 

What the committee does consider impera- 
tively and evidently necessary in the light of 
the testimony is that the Nation’s national 
defense organization insure full and adequate 
consideration of these varying strategic con- 
cepts so that all services will have confidence 
in the decisions rendered and that the Nation 
may have confidence that the decisions rep- 
resent a meshing of views, not the imposition 
of a one-service or two-service'concept upon 
a third service. 

The committee holds the view that the 
existing national defense structure does not 
insure this result, as is explained more fully 
later in this report, and that a need for 
remedial legislation is indicated. Once, how- 
ever, this is insured, then strategic issues, 
such as the Nation’s first needs to meet an 
aggressor’s attack, will fall reasonably and 
acceptably into focus without impairment of 
service morale or undue emphasis of one 
service concept and disregard of another. 
Later sections of this report present the com- 
mittee’s views on this and like subjects in 
greater detail. e 





Air Power 


Indispensability in Medern War 

Although the witnesses had obviously many 
fundamental disagreements, on at least one 
matter there was unanimous agreement. 
There was no dissenting voice raised to the 
statement that, as Admiral Halsey testified, 
“The lesson from the last war that stands 
out clearly above all others fs that if you 
want to go anywhere in modern war, in the 
air, on the sea, on the land, you must have 
command in the air.’’ It is, however, insuffi- 
cient merely to agree with this concept, for 
the question at once arises as to what ‘‘com- 
mand in the air’’ truly means and what {fs 
required to achieve it. 

Elements .of Air Power 

The committee, the Congress, and the 
American people, as well as defense leaders, 
have repeatedly given evidence of their con- 
viction that air power has become an ex- 
tremely powerful element in modern war. 
However, the question is, What constitutes 
air power? 

The committee received considerable testi- 
ony on this question, for Navy leaders gen- 
erally had the belief that so much public 
attention has been directed to the long-range 
strategic bomber and to the capability of 
conducting intercontinental aerial bombing 
from American bases as to persuade America 
generally that strategic bombing is synony- 
mous with air power. The committee readily 
adds its word of caution on this same subject, 
thereby placing itself, on this subject, in 
concert with the Navy warnings and the many 
warnings issued by Secretary of the Army 
Royall, Secretary of the Army Gray, former 
Army Chief of Staff Bradley, and former 
Army Vice Chief of Staff Collins, who were 
actively counseling the country a year ago, 
in a similar vein as the Navy more recently, 
against overemphasis on the one-weapon, 
easy-war concept. 

The committee is anxious as all defense 
leaders to emphasize that air power consists 
of many elements, not exclusively nor nec- 
essariiy primarily of the strategic bomber. 

This Nation's air power consists, first, of 
its military air power, and t is the sum of 
the air power of the Air Fofce, the air power 
of the Navy, and the air power of the Ma- 
rine Corps. This military air power consists 
of both strategic and tactical anaes and, 
in terms of numbers of aircraft, is predom!- 
nantly the latter, which is composed of fight- 
er, interceptor, reconneissance, attack, troop 
carrier, ground support, and many other 
types of aircraft. Then there must be added 
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the Nation’s commercial air power, consisting 
of its commercial and private aircraft and 
facilities. Supporting the whole is the indus- 
trial might of the Nation capable of producing 
the aircraft and the national resources of 
manpower and material available for the pro- 
duction and operation of the aircraft. 

So it is clearly evident that strategic air 
power is but one specialized element of the 
total air power of the United States. The 
committee calls attention to this basic fact 
because it is easily overlooked and may have 
been, to some extent at least, in recent 
months, and also to make it clearly appre- 
ciated by the American people that adding 
aircraft to one branch of the armed forces 
and at the same time withdrawing the equiva- 
lent aircraft from another does not augment 
the total air strength of the Nation. 

The committee emphasizes the point inas- 
much as the 1950 military budget, heralded 
as an “alr power budget,’ reduced the Na- 
tion’s naval air power to a greater extent 
than Air Force air power was increased, and 
hence constituted an over-all reduction in the 
Nation’s air strength despite the public im- 
pression to the contrary. 

Command in the Air 


It was the basic position of Navy leaders 
before the committee that command in the 
air is the true function of air power and 
that strategic bombers cannot achieve it just 
as battleships cannot of themselves achieve 
command of the seas. 

The Navy view was that command in the 
air is in fact the necessary prerequisite to 
effective use of strategic bombers, and that 
to achieve command in the air ‘‘we must take 
on and defeat the enemy air forces.”’ This 
requires, in the Navy view, getting close 
enough to the enemy to engage his tactical 
air power and to defeat it, and that exploita- 
tton of this victory includes the use, after the 
victory, of strategic bombers which can then 
interdict the enemy transportation system 
and destroy key industries, after which the 
enemy’s ‘‘whole system begins to fall apart.”’ 

There was no argument against this con- 
cept from other witnesses except as to the 
true meaning of ‘‘command in the air’’ which 
was discussed by General Vandenberg and 
explained as being a relative matter—‘‘there 
is local superiority and there is general su- 
periority, and then there is no opposition 
at all, and among the three there are very 
many. shades of meaning.”’ He asserted that 
missions may be sent and have reasonable 
success without command in the air. 

The committee cites this question because 
of its relationship to true air power—and 
because of its great relevancy to the discus- 
sion of strategic bombing, which next fol- 
lows in this report. 





Strategic Bombing 











Much of the committee's agenda for its 
hearings revolved about the role of strategic 
bombing. This was not without committee 
forethought. As indicated in the prefatory 
comments of this report, and as evidenced 
in the preceding discussion in this section of 
the report, strategic bombing has become a 
great rallying point for interservice con- 
troversy. 

Strategic bombing—its theory, its planned 
implementation in time of war, its impact on 
the composition of the Air Force and the 
other armed forces—is the most acrimonious 
question today between, principaliy, the Air 
Force and the Navy, but Including the Army. 
From decisions determining the emphasis 
on this method of warfare flow actions re- 
lating to the Navy’s 65,.000-ton fleet aircraft 
carrier, allocations of limited peacetime ap- 
propriations, the number and types of tactical 
aircraft available to support Army ground 
troops, and much of the basic strategic doc- 
trine upon which the Natilon‘s preparations 
for future war mustybe based. 

Because of the fundamental nature of the 
Problem, and in an effort to ease, if possible, 
the tensions surrounding and permeating the 
issues involved, the committee deliberately 
invited extended discussion of the subject. 


Definition 


One Navy witness, Admiral Radford, used 
the term ‘‘atomic bombing blitz’ as synony- 
Mous with the type of ‘‘strategic bombing’ 
contemplated under existing strategic plans. 
He asserted that a ‘‘basic difference of opin- 
lfon’’ between the strategists of the various 
Services respecting strategic bombing ‘“‘has 
been at the root of our principal troubles in 
unification.’’ 

Navy witnesses drew ‘a clear distinction 

een the terms ‘‘strategic bombing’’ as 
colloquially used and ‘‘strategic air warfare.” 
The latter was described as an official mill- 
tary term meaning aerial warfare against a 
Selected series of vital targets. Strategic 
bombing, on the other hand, was held to 
mean attacks on cities—‘‘mass bombing’’— 
area bombing’’—‘‘atomic blitz warfare’’— 
aerial attacks on urban and industrial areas 
by heavy, long-range, high-altitude bombers. 

Another differentiation was made that fs 
important to this discussion. There was con- 

@ testimony on the question as to 
or not—if the capacity to conduct 
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strategic bombing is to be maintained in 
peacetime — the so-called intercontinental 
bombers should be maintained and used for 
this purpose in time of war, or whether other 
types of aircraft should be maintained and 
used. For the purpose of this part of the 
report, the committee’s use of the term ‘‘stra- 
tegic bombing’’ will relate mainly to high- 
altitude attacks on area targets from the 
‘intercontinental’ type of bomber. 


Is the Navy Opposed to Strategic Bombing? 


At the outset the committee considers it 
necessary to observe that the testimony does 
not evidence Navy opposition to strategic 
air warfare, as defined above. The Navy 
position was, however, in sh&rp opposition 
to high-altitude bombing of urban areas, us- 
ing either atomic bombs or TNT bombs, and 
in criticism of the giant B-36 bomber which, 
for the immediate future, must be the car 
rier of the bombs to those targets from bases 
in this country. 

The Navy view was a case against the 
present-approved theory of ‘‘strategic bomb- 
ing,’’ and against the B-36 both as a weapon 
and as a’symbol of this type of warfare; it 
was, on the other hand, in strong suppert 
of ‘‘strategic air warfare’ against specific 
military targets. 

The committee wishes also to emphasize 
that the testimony presented on these sub- 
jects by all witnesses was at the request of 
the committee and directed in answer to the 
committee’s own agenda. There weré no un- 
solicited ‘‘charges’’ and ‘‘attacks,’’ as many 
have alleged in and out ‘of the services. There 
was extended honest and frank testimony, 
and this was as the committee intended—and 
expected. , 

Capacity of the United States to Conduct 

Strategic Bombing 

It was testified that there are several meth- 
ods of conducting strategic bombing (mass 
bombing)—intercontinental bombing from 
bases in this hemisphere, using the B-36 
bomber; bombing from overseas air bases, 
using the B-36 bomber or smaller bomber 
aircraft; bombing from aircraft carriers; and 
bombing, ultimately, from sea planes. 

As for the B-36 bomber, it was asserted 
by Navy technical and professional witnesses 
that this aircraft can be detected by enemy 
radar at 40,000 feet or higher, and that fighter 
aircraft now in the hands of the potential 
enemy can intercept, overtake, and shoot 
down in unacceptable numbers, in daylight 
or at night and at 40,000 feet or higher, not 
only the B-36 but much smaller and faster 
aircraft. B-36 performance was described as 
extremely inferior in the face of expected 
fighter opposition. It was asserted that the 
rate of progress in guided-missile develop- 
ment foredooms all giant bomber aircraft in 
the near future, and further, that the B-36 
cannot reach its targets from this country, 
cannot identify the targets by radar if it 
reaches them, and cannot hit them from 40,- 
000 feet if it does reach and identify them. 

Combined with the Navy’s previous struc- 
tures that (1) mass bombing of a nation’s 
hinterland does not serve the primary war 
needs of the United States; and (2) such 
attacks will lose the peace after the military 
victory, the testimony adds up to a wholesale 
rejection of the theory of the B-36 bomber 
and the type of aerial warfare it represents. 

Positively, it was contended by the Navy 
that much better aircraft than the B-36 must 
be used by the United States to conduct 
strategic bombing if the Nation Is to follow 
this method of warfare, and that such air 
craft (the B47 bomber) are now available 
to the United States. Command in the air was 
held to be an imperative prerequisite for 
effective strategic bombing by any bomber, 
so that all heavy bombers must have effec- 
tive fighter escort to perform efficiently in 
combat. 

Navy witnesses contended that strategic 
bombing, to be effective, must be precision 
bombing and not high-altitude bombing, 
which it was argued, will necessarily result 
in random slaughter of noncombatants. 

The responding testimony from the Air 
Force and others constituted, in the main, a 
flat rejection of Navy contentions plus the 
observation that the Navy complaint against 
the B-36 bomber is prompted by the ‘‘inter- 
continental range’’ of this aircraft and Is, 
therefore, simply an effort to prevent the 
relegation of the Navy to an inferior role in 
a future war. It was further contended that 
no official leaders of the Air Force had held 
that the B-36 bomber is invulnerable, but 
that those who ‘‘know far more about the 
grim business of strategic bombardment than 
any other group in the world today’’ pro- 
nounce the bomber capable of accomplishing 
its mission. It was urged upon the committee 
to give preponderant consideration to the 
views of those ‘‘military men who have done 
the strategic bombing job before and who, if 
need be, are the ones who would do it again."’ 
Repeatedly Air Force witnesses emphasized 
that no Air Force mission in the last war 
was stopped short of its mission by enemy 
opposition. The Air Force Chief of Staff testi- 
fied that all Navy allegations were known to 
the Air Force, that all these factors had been 
considered in regard to the B-36 bomber, and 
that the Air Force is still of the view that 
it is adequate for its intended purpose. 

The chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
asserted that the B-36 Is the best bomber now 
available for production capable of carrying 





out certain required missions, and he em- 
phasized the need for the aircraft for re 
prisal purposes in the event the United States 
is attacked. In concert with Air Force wit- 
nesses, he observed that the mere existence 
of the aircraft compels a potential enemy to 
tie up men, planes, and equipment which 
might otherwise be used for offensive war- 
fare purposes. He also urged the committee 
not to reach a decision as to the accuracy of 
high-level bombardment ‘‘without consulting 
the men charged with doing it.’’ It was his 
conclusion that the whole argument of the 
B-36 versus fighter aircraft, including the 
Navy ‘‘Banshee’’ fighter, means ‘‘only that 
the permanent contest between offensive and 
defensive weapons includes airplanes.”’ 


The committee’s interrogation of the wit- 
nesses on these subjects often raised the 
question as to the feasibility and desirability 
of a congressional committee attempting to 
determine the technical fitness of this air- 
craft. The Secretary of the Navy and Ad- 
miral Radford, as well as numerous other 
Navy and non-Navy witnesses, emphasized 
time and again that it is not appropriately 
within the province of the committee to 
make this technical finding. Admiral Rad- 
ford advised the committee that the Navy’s 
purpose. in expounding upon the alleged 
weaknesses of, the B-36 bomber was not to 
have the committee itself determine whether 
or not this aircraft is adequate for the job 
it is designed to perform, but, rather, to re- 
spond to the committee’s agenda and to ad- 
vise the committee, in thus responding, that 
many professional military men do not be- 
lieve the bomber is a suitable weapon. He 
expressed the belief that the Navy presenta- 
tion would help the committee and the pub- 
lic at large to give attention to the type of 
warfare of which the B-36 has become a 
symbol. 


Throughout this critical testimony there 
ran the thread of an active fear on the part 
of Navy witnesses—a fear reflected in public 
statements of other military leaders some 
months before the most recent hearings on 
this subject—that publicity in respect to the 
B-36 bomber has given the public, and per- 
haps the Congress, the unfounded impres- 
sion that the bomber is invulnerable, that it 
does have performance characteristics which 
in actuality it does not have, that it does 
have the ability to win any future war sin- 
gle-handedly, and. that criticism of the 
bomber is therefore necessary to restore this 
particular weapon to its proper perspective. 
It was acknowledged by Navy witnesses on 
a number of occasions during the hearings 
that the Air Force itself does not officially 
contend that the B-36 can do ‘“‘impossible’’ 
things in warfare; it was quite evidently a 
general Navy view, however, that newspaper 
items and Nation-wide magazine articles by 
proponents of the Air Force have made such 
claims for the B-36 on so many occasions that 
the public and the Congress have become 
misled, and that the Nation’s grand strategy 
has thereby been dangerously warped out 
of focus. 


The committee readily concedes that it is 
not prepared to pass judgment on the mili- 
tary capabilities of the B-36 bomber; it is in- 
clined to agree substantially with the view 
expressed by Admiral Nimitz, who felt that 
only its ultimate test in war can truly de- 
termine its performance characteristics. The 
committee, moreover, agrees with the ad- 
monitions of the Air Force and General 
Bradley that in a matter of this nature it 
behooves the Nation to lean to a major de 
gree on the judgment and professional ex- 
perience of those who are ‘‘charged with do- 
ing the job’’—those who know the most 
about this highly specialized business. 

At all events, and as all witnesses urged, 
it is highly important to await the conclu- 
sions of the Joint Weapons Systems Evalua- 
tion Board which has been conducting de 
tailed studies of the capabilities of the B-36 
bomber for months, utilizing highly skilled 
professional personnel as well as equipment 
adapted to analyze for determining technical 
service questions of this nature. It is the 
committee understanding that this study by 
the Board is at the point of completion at 
this time, and there appears to be no reason 
to doubt the soundness of the conclusions 
those studies may contain. 

It was testified by Admiral Radford that 
the Navy would be fully content with the 
conclusions of this Board, whatever they 
may be; and the committee is confident that 
the Nation may consider those conclusions 
substantially the end of this phase of the 
interservice controversy. It is, assuredly, the 
intent of the committee to rely upon the ex- 
isting evaluation procedure to reach this im- 
portant conclusion and not to intervene fur- 
ther in the matter of the B-36. (See also the 
section of this report dealing with weapon 
development for a further discussion of this 
question.) 

But, as to the broader question, does the 
Nation have the capability of conducting stra- 
tegic bombing, assuredly it does, whether 
by the B-36 or by other aircraft designed to 
fly shorter ranges at lower altitudes, pro- 
tected by escorting fighter aircraft. Reduced 
to this point, the question becomes one of 
whether or not it is desirable to build bomber 
aircraft capable of flying beyond the range 
of escorting fighters—a point contended by 
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Air Force witnesses but contested by Navy 
witnesses. 

On this question the committee considers 
it fair to observe that both Navy and Air 
Force witnesses drew from their World War 
II experience in support of their conflicting 
conclusions, both sides apparently visualizing 
the problem through their own professional 
experiences in the last war. As to which view 
is correct, a generalized but nonetheless sig- 
nificant conclusion seems to the committee 
to be warranted: In this early stage of uni- 
fication, there is strong justification, in all 
professional service questions of this nature, 
for relying heavily on the views of the serv- 
ice best equipped by experience and training. 
The committee is strongly of the view that, 
until the process of cross-education among 
the services has proceeded far beyond its 
present level, it serves the national defense 
little, and holds promise of great damage, to 
attempt too much joint action on individual 
service questions of a highly technical nature. 
This appears to the committee to be pro- 
nounced in the case of weapons to be used by 
the individual services, for the development 
and use of weapons represents the 
tion of professional knowledge in these high- 
ly technical and scientific military services. 

As unification stands today, the committee 
entertains strong doubts that it is a service 
to the Nation's defense for the military lead- 
ers of the respective services to pass judg- 
ment jointly on the technical fitness of either 
new or old weapons they have each developed 
to carry out the specialized military missions 
for which they are held responsible by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. . 

The committee holds this view in regard to 
the issue as togvhether or not Air Force air 
craft must be designed for this or that type 
of aerial mission. It proposes, as the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have done in the past, to rely 
upon these specialists in strategic bombing, 
for which mission the Air Force holds pri- 
mary responsibility, to provide the Nation 
with the type of weapons this method of 
warfare requires within the approved stra- 
tegic plan. The committee holds the same 
concept in regard to weapon development in 
the sister services. 


Effect of Strategic Bombing 


_ Assuming the capacity of the United States 
to deliver an atomic-bombing attack against 
an enemy from bases in the Western Hemi- 
sphere, the questions before the committee 
were whether or not this military capacity 
actually serves as a deterrent to war on the 
part of an aggressor; and, should the deter- 
rent be ineffective and war begin, would such 
en attack destroy the capacity or will of the 
enemy to resist, 

The interservice controversy was no less 
active on these questions than on those pre- 
viously discussed in this report. The Navy 
generally took the position that the injury 
resulting to the enemy from such attacks, in 
view of the limitations of bombardment from 
high altitudes, has been overstressed and 
that, in fact, the result will ultimately be 
hurtful to the long-range objectives of the 
United States. It was further contended by 
Navy witnesses that the deterrent value of 
the intercontinental bombing force has been 
overstressed. Each of these contentions was 
sharply contested by Air Force witnesses and 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Many Navy witnesses conceded that when 
the United States had a monopoly of the 
atomic bomb a substantial deterrent effect 
was gained through the Nation's ability to 
deal a devastating attack upon a potential 
enemy. The loss of this monopoly, however, 
has at least weakened the deterrent effect, it 
was held; and, at all events, as Admira! King 
testified, ‘‘our effectiveness in maintaining 
peace depends on our readiness to carry on 
a winning war,"’ a point also made by the 
Army Chief of Staff who asserted that “‘if 
there is any single factor today which would 
deter a nation seeking world domination, it 
would be the great industrial capacity of this 
country rather than its armed might.” 

Other witnesses commented that there is 
substantial possibility for the outlawing of 
the atomic bomb. The point was also made 
that a potential enemy would not be deterred 
from entering “western Europe by the threat 
of atomic bombardment but might even be 
encouraged by the threat to hasten Into that 
area in expectation that the United States 
would not resort to this terrible weapon in 
attacking cities of nations allied to the United 
States in the Atlantic Pact. The point was 
also emphasized that the potential enemy has 
destroyed millions of his own people and, 
therefore, can be little deterred from waging 
war by a threat by the United States to drop 
bombs on his cities. 

Rejoinders to these contentions were nu- 
merous and vigorous. It was testified that . 
the decision to rely on atomic bombing as a 
deterrent to war was a unanimous decision 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, not a unilateral 
decision of the Air Force, and the point was 
flatly reiterated that the atomic bomb and 
the air power necessary to deliver it “‘repre- 
sent the one most important visible deterrent 
to the start of any war * * *."’ General Brad- 
ley expressed the belief that “as long as 
America retains (as it can) a tremendous ad- 
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vantage in A-bomb quantity, quality, and 
deliverability, the deterrent effect of the bomb 

against an aggressor will continue.” 

The Air Force Chief of Staff testified that 
a decrease in emphasis on long-range stra- 
tegic bombardment “‘would give up the de- 
terrent value of this country’s atomic weap- 
ons and we would place ourselves in disagree- 
ment with all of those people, on both sides 
of the ocean, who believe that Soviet aggres- 
sion is, in fact, now being deterred.’”” Wins- 
ton Churchill's famous remark, made 6 
months previous to the atomic explosion in 
Russia, was quoted: ‘It is certain that Eu- 
rope would have been communized and Lon- 
don under bombardment some time ago but 
for the deterrent of the atomic bomb in the 
hands of the United States.” 

But aside from the argument over the de- 
terrent value of the atomic-bomb-B-36 com- 
bination, the committee encountered an 
equally vigorous disagreement as to the 
efficacy of strategic bombing once war should 
begin. The controversy over the value of 
strategic bombing in the initial stages of a 
war has already been explored earlier in this 
report; General Bradley observed that stra- 
tegic bombing Is ‘‘our first priority retaliatory 
weapon in case of attack’’ and that strategic 
bombing ‘‘would affect an enemy’s ability to 
prosecute a war and give us some needed 
time to mobilize our resources,’” but Admiral 
Spruance held that “‘the real need for stra- 
tegic bombers will come later rather than in 
the early stages of the war, and * * * when 
that need comes we shall want bombers with 
a high degree of accuracy."’ Numerous Navy 
witnesses laid great stress on the point that 
an enemy’s supply lines d be filled on 
the outbreak of a war and Could maintain 6 
months to a year of warfare, giving ample 
time to seize western Europe, regardless of 
strategic bombing attack on urban areas far 
in the enemy’s rear. 

It is evident indeed that the Nation’s mili- 
tary and naval leaders are in sharp disagree- 
ment as to the relative priorities of the vari- 
ous services and various weapons on the out- 
break of a future war, and how strategic 
bombing meets those early demands. 

The same contradiction of testimony is 
found on the ultimate value of strategic 
bombing if conducted throughout a war. Here 
again the witnesses drew conclusions from 
the studies and conclusions of the United 
States strategic bombing survey and the 
British bombing survey unit, but the Navy 
witnesses and the responding witnesses drew 
different conclusions from the identical 
studies. Generally, Navy witnesses held that 
the strategic bombing survey made a damag- 
ing case against strategic bombing (area 
bombing) as now planned for a future war, 
whereas Air Force witnesses and General 
Bradley seemed to have concluded quite the 
opposite from the same studies. 

The Navy view was that strategic bombing 
—that is, bombing of specific military tar- 
gets, principally the oil industry, the steel 
industry, and the transportation network— 
was of immense value in the last war but that 
it could not be undertaken, according to offi- 
cial records, until the Allies had gained com- 
mand in the air, and that this requirement 
for command in the air previous to effective 
aerial bombardment will recur In any future 
war. It was further held that American bomb- 
ing attacks on Germany’s transportation net- 
work, which were described as highly suc- 
cessful, were In support of Army operations 
and therefore essentially tactical in nature 
rather than an independent aerial operation 
usually conceived in strategic bombing. Ad- 
miral Ofstie said that “the theory persists 
that industrial centers are the most vulner- 
able targets, despite the evidence from the 
last war that they were the wrong targets 
for the primary effort.”’ 

It was contended by Admiral Blandy that 
the atomic bomb does not modify the lessons 
of the last war as interpreted by the Navy 
and that “the destruction of a powerful 
enemy's war potential by strategic bombing 
is not ‘lightning war’ at all; it is a slow war 
—a war of attrition.’’ Other Navy witnesses 
testified that it was a mistake to attack any 
targets by aerial bomb: ent in the last 
war except those such as t portation and 
fuel which had a direct and immediate effect 
on defeating the enemy forces, and that stra- 
tegic bombing as now accepted in strategic 
plans is a ‘‘costly’’ campaign which can have 
“only a remote, delayed, and indirect effect 
on the primary task of disarming the enemy 
by destroying his military forces.”’ 

General Bradley asserted the direct oppo- 
site from the Navy conclusions, contending 
that strategic bombing ‘“‘had a decisive effect 
on the ultimate ability of the Allies to defeat 
Germany in a shorter time, saving many, 
many lives and dollars.”’ He also stated that 
“strategic bombing has a high priority in our 
military planning, because we cannot hope 
to keep forces in being of sufficient size to 
meet Russia In the early stages of war’’ and 
that ‘‘lacking such forces in being, our great- 
est strength Iles in the threat of quick re- 
taliation in the event we are attacked."’ Air 
Force witnesses emphasized that ‘“‘no bomb- 
ing mission set in motion by the Army Air 








Force in World War II was ever stopped 
short of its target by enemy opposition” and 
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had unanimous- 

agreed on the present concept of stra- 


ly 
tegic bombing. 

Aside from this over the effect 
of strategic bombing on the productive efforts 
of an enemy, there was also conflict of testi- 
mony as to the effect of strategic bombing 
upon the will of an enemy to resist. Navy 
witnesses held generally that aircraft attacks 
on large urban areas can, of course, inflict 


“they may affect the 
enemy’s morale.’’ However, he asserted that 
“unless raids on a position are constantly 
repeated, damage may be repaired."’ He also 
made the point, emphasized by other Navy 
witnesses, that ‘‘sometimes the national 
morale is raised rather than lowered by a 
raid,’’ giving as a case in point the Japanese 
raid on Pearl Harbor which, he said, ‘“‘in- 
flicted great damage on us for the time be- 
ing, but the damage was repaired, and we 
were left with a greatly strengthened will- 
to-fight.’’ Admiral d feared very ad- 
verse results from strategic bombardment of 
cities: “‘It will not succeed against a deter- 
mined enemy. It will develop a flaming hatred 
among enemy peoples which might develop 
a harsh retaliation in biological and chemical 
warfare."’ Admiral Blandy also cited the 
Pearl Harbor attack and suggested that a 
comparable attack by the United States 
against an enemy’s cities upon the outbreak 
of a war could unite the enemy country 
against the United States in the same man- 
ner as this country was united against Japan. 

General Bradley, on the other hand, testi- 
fled that— ‘ 

“From a military standpoint, any dam- 
age you can inflict on the war-making po- 
tential of a nation, and any great injury 
you can inflict upon the moruale of that na- 
tion contributes to the victory. It has been 
proved that strategic bombing has such 
effect when properly applied.”’ 

So, the Nation’s military and naval leaders 
are found to be in disagreement on the psy- 
chological and morale effects of strategic 
bombardment as well as on its material ef- 
fects. 

Evidently these disagreements are not of 
recent origin, however, for Admiral Denfeld 
testified that the late Secretary of Defense, 
Mr. James Forrestal, requested the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to advise him of thefr answers 
to two questions pertaining to strategic 
bombing in October 1948. These questions, 
Admiral Denfeld testified, were (1) what are 
the chances of successful delivery of the 
atomic bomb, and (2) assuming successful 
delivery, what would be the effect on an en- 
emy’s war effort in physical damage and in 
psychological effect on the will to wage war. 
The testimony shows that the present Secre- 
tary of Defense, Mr. Louis Johnson, reiterated 
this request of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
that this produced the Special Weapons Sys- 
tems Evaluation Group (now the Joint Weap- 
ons Systems Evaluation Board) which, as in- 
dicated previously, ts proceeding with a study 
of strategic bombing generally and of the 
performance of the B-36 bodmber to deter- 
mine the chances of successful delivery of an 
air offensive against selected enemy targets. 

Also resulting from this request of the Sec- 
retary of Defense was the appointment of a 
“high level joint committee’’ in October 1948 
to appraise the results of delivery of the 
bombs, on the assumption that 100 percent 
of the atomic bomb air offensive could be 
delivered as planned. The report of this com- 
mittee, according to the testimony, was 
unanimously rendereG on 12 May 1949, and 
was forwarded to the Secretary of Defense on 
28 July 1949. Admiral Denfeld testified that 
he was in full agreement with the conclu- 
sions of the committee, the report of which 
bears the military classification ‘‘top secret’’ 
and hence was not publicly revealed to the 
Armed Services Committee. In this connec- 
tion Admiral Ofstie suggested, regarding the 
vulnerability of an enemy to strategic bomb- 
ing, that sizable areas of friendly territory 
may well be occupied by the enemy to serve 
him as a future arsenal. 

In view of these remarks in the h 
and Admiral Denfeld’s statement that the 
next strategic air offensive ‘‘must be direct- 
ed with far greater precision and selectivity 
than the bombing effort in the last war,’’ it 
might be inferred that the report cited above 
carried that message to the Secretary of 
Defense. However, the chairman of the com- 
mittee concerned is quoted in the hearings 
that ‘“‘any impression of ineffectiveness as 
concerns atomic bombing is wholly at vari- 
ance with the conclusions of the committee.”’ 

It is evident, therefore, that there is sub- 
stantial lack of agreement among the armed 
forces as to the efficacy of strategic bombing. 
The committeé reemphasizes the fact that a 
high-level committee has completed a de- 
tailed study of the subject and rendered a 
report thereon to the Secretary of Defense, 
which report has not been made available to 
the committee for consideration for reasons 
of military security. 


Does Strategic Bombing Support the 
National Objectives? ie 
The testimony related thus far in regard 
to strategic bombing has pertained to— 
The capacity of the Nation to conduct a 
strategic bombing offensive, a discussion re- 
volving mainly about the performance of the 





B-36 bomber; 

The deterrent effect upon a potential ag- 
gressor of the strategic bombing force; 

The degree to which a strategic bombing 
offensive meets the Nation's first needs shoulc 
war begin; 

The effect of delivery of a strategic bomb- 
ing offensive against the war-making ca- 
pacity of an enemy; and 

The effect of such an offensive upon the 
will of an enemy to continue a war. 

As has been evident throughout the discus- 
sion, there is fundamental disagreement be- 
tween the witnesses on each of these subjects. 

If, however, despite Navy contentions, the 
Nation can conduct effective strategic bomb- 
ing on area targets, using atom bombs, with- 
out first achieving command in the air, the 
Navy witnesses maintained that such at- 
tacks would be in direct conflict with the 
policies, objectives, and commitments of the 
United States. 

The issue here presented was raised at the 
outset of this report in discussing the na- 
tional objectives, which were set forth by 
General Bradley as peace and security, main- 
tenance of our political way of life, raising 
our standard of Hving, development of an 
effective world organization, and ultimately, 
the elimination of warfare among nations. 

It was repeatedly emphasized by Navy wit- 
nesses that the use of atomic bombs against 
urban areas is “‘immoral’’ and ‘‘barbaric,”’ 
and that it does not expedite the winning of 
aowar. Their view was that the massive 
ruins and widespread human misery and 
despair unavoidably resulting from such at- 
tacks would ultimately result in a lost peace 
even if a military victory were gained. Navy 
witnesses indicated that much of the present 
difficulties resulting from the last war in 
Europe and Japan would have been avoided 
had area bombing not been utilized by the 
United States and Great Britain. It was held 
that the Nation’s military strategy must be 
fashioned to the end of not simply a military 
victory over an enemy, but to a more far- 
sighted end of ‘‘a prosperous United States In 
a stable, peaceful world."’ The contention 
was that strategic bombing as now conceived 
will frustrate that ultimate goal. : 

Admiral Radford strongly emphasized this 
point, as did succeeding Navy witnesses. Ad- 
miral Radford warned— 

“A war of annihilation might possibly 
bring a pyrrhic military victory, but it 
would be politically and economically 
senseless. In my opinion the American peo- 
ple, if they were well informed on all 
factors involved, would consider such a 
war morally reprehensible."’ 

Admiral Kinkaid, as previously quoted, be- 
lieved that area bombing would create a 
“flaming hatred’’ among the enemy populace 
and might prompt retaliatory measures in 
chemical and biological warfare. He said 
that ‘“‘* * * the most effective victory is one 
which is attained with the least possible dam- 
age to nonmilitary targets and a minimum 
of casualties among the civil population’’ and 
that ‘‘this requires effective tactical air pow- 
er which, combined with effective ground 
forces, will bring a war to a successful con- 
clusion with a minimum of wartime cost and 
postwar chaos.”” 

Admiral Spruance questioned whether, ‘‘as 
a matter of national policy, the United States 
in another war will find it desirable to drop 
either atomic or ordinary high explosive 
bombs on area targets for the destruction of 
many thousands of the civilian populations 
and the cities in which they live.’” He took 
the position that-— 

“Aircraft bombing is a very potent 
weapon, and one which we must continue 
to develop and use, but it must be more 
accurate In its damage to selected military 
targets and less widespread in the destruc- 
tion it rains outside of those targets on the 
civil population.”” 

Admiral Nimitz observed that atomic bomb- 
ing cannot be pinpointed ‘‘and the chances 
are that its greatest damage will fall on non- 
combatants, many of whom will be women 
and children not engaged in the war effort.’’ 
He considered it “inconceivable that such 
bombing would be resorted to in allied ter- 
ritory temporarily occupied by an enemy.” 
He observed that ‘‘we have learned to our 
regret and great expense that it is a two- 
edged weapon.”’ 

In response to these fundamental objec- 
tions to strategic bombing, General Bradley 
stated that he did not advocate ‘‘wanton 
destruction’ of cities or people, “‘but it is 
obvious that workers live near factories and 
that if you bomb the factories you may bomb 
the people.’’ He asserted that the Nation's 
strategic bombing effort in a future war will 
be directed insofar as possible against mili- 
tary targets, with minimum harm to the 
non-participating civilian populace. Never- 
theless, he suggested the possibility that 
should an aggressor initiate such area bom- 
bardment upon the United States, it is con- 
ceivable that the American people ‘‘may feel 
that strategic bombing is both militarily and 
morally justified.’’ 

The Secretary of the Air Force testified, 
in accordance with a thought also expressed 
by General Bradley, that the Nation may 
have to indulge in such attacks in preference 
to loss of life of American soldiers, and he 
quoted the President as stating that the 
atomic bomb attacks on Japan saved a quar- 
ter of a million of American lives. He fur- 
ther expressed the thought that there is no 
difference in bombing a man ‘‘on a lathe 





building a bomber to attack the United 
States and trying to stop a soldier,’’ and he 
commented that while it is true that attacks 
on industrial targets will kill civilians, this 
“is an unavoidable result of modern total 
warfare."’ Nevertheless, he, like General 
Bradley, stated that the Air Force does not 
favor the mass bombing of civilians. 

So that not only the means, the efficacy, 
and the purposes of strategic bombing, but 
its ultimate, long-range results are sharply 
questioned by Navy witnesses; and each 
Navy contention is rebutted by the Air Force 
and Genera) Bradley. 

Is Strategic Bombing Being Overemphasized? 

Leaving aside the capability, the desir- 
ability, the propriety, and the ultimate re- 
sults to be derived from strategic bombing, 
the question arises as to whether or not’the 
existing emphasis on strategic bombing is 
sufficiently great as to deprive the other 
armed forces and other elements of the Air 
Force of required funds, and, therefore, of 
the weapons, equipment, and manpower nec- 
essary to carry out their minimum require- 
ments in preparation for war. 

The importance of this subject to the 
armed forces results from the budgetary 
ceilings on national defense expenditures; 
were sufficient funds available to provide the 
needs visualized by each service, the matter 
of ‘‘emphasis’’ would, of course, not arise. 
But when operating under a budgetary ceil- 
ing which provides funds substantially less 
than the minimum considered necessary by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the degree of em- 
phasis upon a particular service or mass pro- 
curement of a particular weapon becomes of 
extreme importance to all of the armed 
forces. 

Admiral King flatly stated, ‘‘The long- 
range, high-altitude bombing plane is at the 
present time being overemphasized as an in- 
strument of peace and as a weapon of war.” 
Admiral Radford considered the B36 “a 
worthy undertaking’ but ‘it should not have 
a high priority at this time.”’ He further 
testified that ‘‘development in the Air Force 
of planes suitable for tactical and fighter 
missions has suffered by overemphasis on the 
heavy bomber,"’ and he gave as evidence of 
this the fact that ‘‘less than 6 percent of Air 
Force research and development funds is ear- 
marked for tactical and fighter types.’’ 

The Secretary of the Navy testified that 
“best Navy opinion is that the Air Force in 
its 1950 forces as projected is unbalanced in 
favor of strategic bombing to the detriment 
of its ability to provide tactical air support 
for ground forces and for other missions in- 
volving tactical aviation.’’ It was his view 
that “‘some reduction of the larger bomber 
groups translated into tactical aircraft would 
produce better balance with the entire pro- 
gram, still being within the 48-group limita- 
tion.’’ He cautioned, however, that this sub- 
ject ‘‘would appear to be a matter of primary 
interest to the Army and the Air Force’’ and 
emphasized that the Navy viewpoint was 
tendered only at the instance of the com- 
mittee. 

The main thesis of Navy witnesses on this 
subject was presented by Vice Adm. Robert 
B. Carney, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations 
for Logistics and chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff's Budget Advisory Committee. He 
emphasized that the most immediate military 
problem today is budgetary, and that air 
craft procurement, being the largest budg- 
etary item, is therefore the most significant 
problem in the budget. He asserted that the 
maintenance of even the present 48-group Alr 
Force composition will require an annual 
procurement of 2.3 billion dollars to over 
come the drain of obsolescence and opera 
tional attrition of Air Force aircraft, and 
that this cost will increase in the years ahead 
as the cost per aircraft increases. 

This issue is becoming increasingly point- 
ed, Admiral Carney stated, for further re 
ductions in the national defense budget may 
be anticipated, so that ‘‘fewer dollars and 
rising aircraft costs [will] inevitably result 
in constantly diminishing funds for other 
forces and programs.’’ 

The issue, then, as presented by Admiral 
Carney, is for the Nation to decide ‘‘whether 
the Air Force, in its present form, is needed 
to the extent of accepting deterioration and 
inadequacy of other essential components of 
the military team.”’ It was his judgment 
that “that is today’s No. 1 military prob 
lem,” for he contended that the strategic Air 
Force cannot be maintained at its present 
strength on presently allocated funds, and 
that any increase in funds for strategic 
bomber procurement to maintain the present 
strength can be made only with “further dis 
astrous cuts In other areas.’’ The issue as 
presented becomes one of favoring strategic 
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bombers at the expense of other military 
assets. 





It was explained that a study has bee? 
made of the means by which strategic bomb 
ing can be conducted. The purpose was t0 
determine which of the various methods of 
conducting strategic bombing (intercon 
tinental bombing: bombing from overseas 
air bases; bombing from aircraft carriers; 
bombing from seaplanes) would commit the 
United States to the minimum expenditul® 
of national resources both in peace and i 
time of war. It was concluded from thes? 
studies ‘‘that an intefcontinental effort was, 
logistically, roughly twice as expensive as any 
of the other three methods for the achieve 
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. ment of the comparable results.’’ From this 


conclusion, Admiral Carney drew the ulti- 
mate finding that— 

“To settle on a concept of sustained in- 
tercontinental bombing, or on a program 
of procuring costly intercontinental bomb- 
ers, could only be justified by overriding 
considerations of the greatest urgency, be- 
cause, in terms of treasure and effort, there 
are better ways of conducting strategic 
bombing.’’ 

The only ‘consideration of the greatest 
urgency’’ conceived by Admiral Carney as 
reasonable in peacetime that would warrant 
reliance on intercontinental bombing would 
be “‘absolute assurance of its decisive char- 
acter’’; otherwise, he said, the impact on 
the other armed forces would be disastrous 
in the event of a war. It was his view that 
“from a budgetary and logistical analysis’ 
the present program of intercontinental 
bombing ‘‘will dangerously absorb military 
peacetime dollars without guaranteeing sure 
return in compensation for the other ele- 
ments of the American military team which 
will be starved into impotency."’ His parting 
reference to the subject was that the Nation 
“cannot afford our present strategic air com- 
ponent over a long term in peacetime, and 
we should not plan for intercontinental 
strategic bombing if any other way is 
possible.’’ 

The response of the Air Force to these 
Navy contentions was specific as regards the 
allocation of aircraft within the Air Force, 
it being flatly denied that the Air Force is 
“putting all of its eggs in one basket.’’ The 
Secretary of the Air Force pointed out that 
a maximum of only 8 percent of all Air Force 
groups would be equipped with B-36 bomb- 
ers on the basis of any contemplated group 
structure, since only 4 of the present 48 Air 
Force groups are to be equipped with the 
B-36 bomber and there would still be only 
four B-36 groups in a 58 or 70-group struc 
ture. He also pointed out that of the 5,309 
aircraft procured by the Air Force during 
fiscal years 1949-51 only 154, or 2.9 percent, 
are B-36’s, their cost being 16.3 percent of 
the estimated cost of the 5,309 aircraft. He 
testified that more than 80 percent of the 
Air Force will, upon mobilization, consist of 
groups primarily equipped for purposes other 
than strategic bombardment, and asserted 
that the total cost of the B-36 bomber pro 
gram (excluding B-36 reconnaissance air- 
craft) will be less then $1,000.000,000. 

As for the Strategic Alr Command, the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force testified that 
it operates only 29 percent of the combat and 
combat-supported aircraft of the Regular Air 
Force, only 5 percent of which are B-36's, and 
that of the total M-day force of the Air Force 
(including Air National Guard groups) Stra- 
tegic Air Command aircraft will amount to 
less than 20 percent, the B-36 component 
amounting to only 3 percent. The personnel 
strength of the Strategic Air Command was 
given as 16 percent of the over-all strength 
of the Air Force, with B-36 units containing 
only 4 percent of the over-all strength of the 
Regular Air Force. General Vandenberg as- 
serted that the Air Force will ‘‘equip many 
more groups’’ with the B-47 jet bomber than 
are being equipped with the B-36. 

Committee Views 

It is apparent from the foregoing review 
of the testimony that the subject of strategic 
bombing, in all of its facets, is controversial 
to the extreme—so much so that the commit- 
tee does not anticipate any early meeting of 
military and naval minds, at least as regards 
the fundamentals of the problem. The com- 
mittee believes with the Eberstadt Task 
Force Committee, as quoted previously, that 
“dificult problems will inevitably continue 
to exist between the Air Force and the naval 
air arm.’’ This is so, not for so surface a 
Treason as rivalry between the services (the 
committee wishes here to state that a sub- 
stantial degree of interservice competition Is 
of great value to the readiness and morale 
of the armed forces and should not, in the 
name of unification, be eliminated), but the 
basic reason for this continuing disagreement 
is a genuine inability for these services to 
agree, fundamentally and professionally, on 
the art of warfare. 

Both sides of these issues are in earnest; 
each is wholly convinced of the rectitude of 
its views and holds that the future welfare 
of the Nation depends upon the acceptance 
of its particular professional view. Of course, 
with the views so sharply opposed, both serv- 
ices cannot be right; the committee suspects 
that both are right—and that both are wrong. 
The true answer probably lies somewhere 
in the gulf between the two. It Is a sad fact 
that neither can be proved right or wrong 
except through the supreme test of actual war 
and the nature of the peace that follows. 

However, it is pertinent to state that it was 
clear to the committee, in all this testi- 
mony, that each officer was presenting his 
case from the particular situation he himself 
Pictured, probably based on his own special- 
ized war experience and his professional edu- 
cation and training. It is a truism that the 
Situation at the beginning of any war is, for 
the defender, at least, always radically dif- 
ferent from any that was anticipated. It is 
this truth that makes impossible the com- 
Plete and detailed reconciliation of divergent 





and professional views in the problem of 
utilizing available appropriations so as to 
produce the maximum in security. If every 
detail of the opening phases of any war of 
the future could be foreseen with certainty, 
then it is entirely probable that the profes- 
sional issues so sharply contested before the 
committee could not only be decided easily, 
but would never have arisen. 

This kind of observation does not, of 
course, take into account service prejudices 
and jealousy and personal thirst for power 
and recognition. The committee does not at- 
tempt to minimize the importance of these 
undesirable qualities but makes observations 
with respect to them. In the first place, they 
are natural human qualities and though men 
who aspire to positions of leadership must 
learn a large measure of self-contro] in self- 
seeking, the qualities themselves are never 
eliminated. It is the considered judgment of 
the committee that, in this particular ques- 
tion, this type of motive had only a bare 
minimum of influence. 

Reasoning along the line just indicated, 
the committee is compelled to the view that 
one good to come from the public airing of 
both sides of this controversy is found, so 
far as the past arguments are concerned, in 
bringing to bear upon them the full glare of 
public opinion and the clear realization on 
the part of the services that the American 
people expect them to resolve their profes- 
sional differences fairly and without rancor 
and to perform their professional duties not 
only with efficiency and effectiveness but also 
with dignity, with decorum, and with full 
receptivity to one another’s professional 
judgments. 

The committee is compelled to another 
conclusion. It had, of course, from records 
and from testimony, the opinions of such 
bodies as the Research and Development 
Board and individuals who have been testify- 
ing on these matters before committees of 
Congress for these past several years. In- 
tegration of all these views does not alter 
the committee’s conclusion that no civilian 
political body can of itself reach, through 
deliberative processes, final answers that can 
be adequately weighed against the facts of 
the past and the probability and the nature 
of future wars. Although scientific people 
have pointed out that if the United States 
believes it may need heavy bombers before 
1952 the B-36 is the best available, this does 
not answer the general observation that all 
very heavy bombers of current design are 
so vulnerable as to make their building noth- 
ing else but a costly blunder, and their pro- 

use may cost the peace after the vic- 
tory—or the contrary argument that this 
bomber provides the cheapest, surest, and 
most effective way of delivering significant 
bombing attacks and that such attacks can 
be accurately delivered. 

The committee believes, therefore, that, as 
always before, we must depend upon and 
encourage a continuation of the process of 
exploration, study, and coordination among 
our officers of the several services to preserve 
for America a. satisfactory doctrine of de- 
fense, to have ready applicable plans, and 
to devise units, suitably equipped, to meet 
the most probable circumstances of any emer- 
gency. The significant point to the commit- 
tee is whether or not the existing national- 
defense structure insures adequate consid- 
eration of all professional] views in these basic 
matters of defense, especially during this 
early stage In unification when the services 
know, professionally, so little of one an- 
other’s limitations and capabilities either in 
the general strategic sense or as regards in- 
dividual weapons and individual items of 
equipment. It is no reflection or any officer 
of the Army to observe that he is not a naval 
expert; that a naval officer is not an expert 
on the tactics and techniques of maneuver 
ing Army tanks on land; that an Air Force 
officer is not equipped to evaluate the pros 
and cons of an aircraft carrier or the sub- 
marine. On the contrary, it is unsound and 
may ultimately be dangerous, in the view of 
the committee, to hold otherwise, certainly 
at this time. 

Each of the armed forces is the repository 
of more than narrow loyalties, rich tradi- 
tions, and past glories; each is the reposi- 
tory of a vast amount of skill, of tremendous 
specialization, of integrated, specialized fields 
of human effort and endeavor quite as dis- 
tinct and complicated and as different as, in 
civil life, the doctor and the lawyer, the 
minister and the engineer. 

The concern of the committee, in this 
labyrinth, is therefore not whether or not 
this or that strategic doctrine is the sound 
one; for neither the committee nor the serv- 
ices themselves can ever know, short of war. 
The committee interest is directed to the 
more basic question: Is there adequate insur- 
ance in the Department of Defense that each 
highly specialized service view will be ade- 
quately considered? Or is there possibility 
that a one-service or a two-service view may, 
in the existing national security organiza- 
tion, be imposed for a continuing period 
upon one or two services? 

The committee is strongly of the view that 
the existing national security organization 
can be so modified as better to insure that 
service decisions will be reached with due re- 
gard for all service views. These modifica- 
tions, legislative in nature, are discussed in 
a subsequent portion of this report. 

As regards aircraft procurement, on the 








general subject of emphasis on strategic 
bombing and the composition of the Air 
Force, the committee is considerably dis- 
turbed by the testimony of Admiral Carney. 
In that testimony appears factually based 
evidence that strategic bombing can best be 
performed by methods other than intercon- 
tinental methods in order to achieve com- 
parable results, and that the intercontinental 
method of strategic bombing is twice as cost- 
ly as any other possible method. His testi- 
mony further makes the point that the main- 
tenance of even the existing Air Force com- 
position of 48 groups will require an annual 
investment in the procurement of new air- 
craft of 2.3 billion dollars—which is far in 
excess of the funds provided for this purpose 
in the 1950 or 1951 military budget (the 1951 
budget provides a billion dollars less than 
the 2.3 billion minimum given by Admiral 
Carney). 

It seems, therefore, that, as the admiral 
emphasized, a most crifical situation exists 
in respect to aircraft procurement. It seems 
further that the existing national defense 
budget planning is unrealistic—that the mill- 
tary budget is lower than it should be, or else 
the Nation is to face a steady decline in its 
air strength in the Air Force. The other al- 
ternative is to provide the aircraft procure- 
ment funds needed by the Air Force to main- 
tain its 48 or more groups in a modern con- 
dition, within present budget ceilings, and 
impose crippling reductions on the Army, 
Navy, and Marine Corps. 

The committee recognizes that this ques- 
tion is essentially a budgetary one, not legis- 
lative, so that it pertains primarily to the 
Committee on Appropriations. The commit- 
tee therefore urges strongly that that com- 
mittee, in its consideration of the 1951 mili- 
tary budget, require the services (including 
Admiral Carney) to present detailed data on 
this subject projected into the future, so as 
to arrive at a clear understanding of the im- 
pact, present and planned, of aircraft pro- 
curement on the national defense budget. 

If it is to be the military plan to reduce 
the Air Force to 33 or 35 groups eventually— 
in, say, the next 2 or 3 years—that should be 
known to the Congress so procurement al- 
locations can be comprehended. If, however, 
the contention is that the Nation must main- 
tain for an indefinite time 48 or more air 
groups in the Air Force, then the Congress 
must decide whether to increase aircraft pro- 
curement funds in the 1951 budget at the 
expense of the other armed forces (which this 
committee considers. highly unwise), or to 
increase the national defense budget. 
~The same study should be made of the 
aircraft procurement program of the Navy. 
It is unrealistic budgetary planning and mis- 
leads the Nation, to provide insufficient new 
aircraft to maintain the existing air strength, 
unless it is clearly understood that it is the 
long-range budget plan to have the Na- 
tion's air power wither on the vine. 

The Armed Services Committee considers 
this phase of the testimony of extreme and 
fundamental importance. It trusts that the 
subject will be thoroughly analyzed by the 
Committee on Appropriations before final de- 
cisions are made on the 1951 military budget. 





Tactical Aviation 











The testimony received by the committee 
respecting tactical aviation—itself a most im- 
portant (some witnesses considered it the 
most important) element of air power—was 
less controversial in all respects than testi- 
mony relating to strategic bombing which 
has been recounted in the preceding section 
of this report. 

Generally, the Navy position was that the 
Air Force has placed such emphasis on heavy- 
bombardment types in its procurement and 
development programs as to impair the de- 
velopment of planes suitable for ground-sup- 
port missions and fighters required in all 
phases of tactical air warfare. It was also 
testified that Air Force fighter development 
has been handicapped in comparison with 
fighter development in the United States 
Navy and the Royal Air Force, thereby dis- 
torting evaluation by the Air Force of the 
vulnerability of its high-level bombers and 
possibly affecting adversely the defense of 
the United States and its bases. 

Smaller aircraft suitable for fighter and 
tactical missions were held by the Navy to 
be important ‘‘in the true strategic applica- 
tion of air power,’’ for such aircraft are ca- 
pable of destroying targets such as locomo- 
tives, gas-tank cars, bridges, canal locks, 
tunnels, and automotive equipment which 
were described as ‘‘key targets of strategic 
air warfare.’’ They serve as the defensive 
force against bomber attack; they escort the 
bombers to their targets, and they achieve 
“command in the air.’’ It was alleged, how- 
ever, that “there is a notable tendency in 
Air Force design to concentrate on high 
speed at considerable sacrifice of high-alti- 
tude performance,’’ a tendency described as 
‘“‘inconsistent’’ with the bomber policy fol- 
lowed by the Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Vernon E. Megee, Assistant Di- 
rector of Marine Aviation, Office of the Chief 
of Naval Operations, asserted that the armed 
forces are in disagreement as to the proper 
percentage of our total air strength that 
should go into strategic and into tactical cate- 


. gories, and as to tactics and techniques, es- 
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pecially with respect to the employment of 
tactical aviation in the close support of troops. 
General Megee emphasized the high degree of 
specialization of Marine Corps aviation in the 
development of techniques for the close air 
support of ground forces and the versatility 
of Marine Corps aviators in being able to 
work with naval air units as well as with 
Marine Corps ground units, an ability which 
Air Force aviators were alleged not to have. 
The Marine Corps general stated that ‘‘the 
record of history of Army-Air Force coopera- 
tion prior to and during the early part of the 
war is largely one of frustration and disap- 
pointment for the Army Ground Forces,”’ for 
the reason that, ‘“‘then, as now, the primary 
concern of the Air Force high command was 





_with the theory of independent air opera- 


tions.”’ - 

General Megee took sharp exception to pro- 
posed reductions in Navy and Marine Corps 
aviation, stating that these reductions ‘will 
seriously impair the combat readiness of the 
fleet and the Fleet Marine Force."’ He testi- 
fled, moreover, that the tactical Air Force 
prepared to support the United States Army 
“exists largely on paper,”’ and reference was 
made to concern recently expressed on this 
subject by the former Chief of the Army 
Field Forces. As a result of this situation, 
General Megee stated that if war should come 
at an early date ‘‘the tactical air sou drons 
of the Navy and Marine Corps wou!d !:~ ve to 
provide the major part of the troo» sir rup- 
port even as they did in the beginning ef the 
last war.”’ 7 

As for the minimum aviation recvired by 
the Marine Corps for war plan commitments, 
the general asserted that there siiould be one 
wing of 12 combat squadrons for each of the 
two Marine Corps combat divisions, or, by 
smaller units, three Marine squadrons for 
one reinforced marine battalion. It was ex- 
plained that ‘‘certain Army and Air Force 
officers’’ have challenged this proposed air- 
craft strength as being ‘‘luxurious,’’ but Gen- 
eral Megee considered it ‘‘not a very inten- 
sive concentration,’’ for it would provide an 
ao of ‘‘one rather small air strike’’ each 

our. 

General Megee also testified: 

“Unique among military fliers, each ma- 
rine pilot is required to serve 2 years as a 
marine infantry officer before he may even 
apply for aviation duty. Thereafter, 
throughout his career, he must attend the 
same professional schools as does his 
ground contemporary; he frequently finds 
himseif a member of a combined staff where 
his daily work requires intimate familiarity 
with the tactics of all elements of the Ma- 
rine Corps. In other words he knows what 
the commander on the ground needs and he 
knows how to deliver it. What is equally 
important, he knows what a deployed bat- 
talion looks like from the alr; the troops 
of that battalion have no hesitancy in ask- 
ing him to drop bombs or shoot rockets in 
the closest proximity of their front lines.” 


General Megee made it evident that the 
Marine Corps does not believe that Army 
troops require a comparable concentration 
of air support as to Marine troops engaged 
in amphibious operations. In his view the 
Army should have 16 tactical air groups of 3 
squadrons each for 4 divisions for the initial 
deployment, and as the Army expands 
through mobilization the same number of air 
groups, in his view, might well be sufficient 
for an Army of 20 or more divisions, operating 
on a single front. The primary point the gen- 
eral wished to stress was ‘‘the vital necessity 
of having adequate—or more than adequate— 
tactical air sapport in the opening phase of 
a war.”’ He felt that a strong tactical air force 
in being at that time ‘“‘might well be de- 
cisive.’’ 

It was his conclusion that the medium 
bombers and interceptor fighters of the Air 
Force are not the proper type of aircraft for 
close air-support work for ground troops 
and that the Air Force planned percentage 
of tactical air support ‘‘falls far short of the 
desired total of 16.’’ 

Additional emphasis was placed on “‘a fur- 
ther defect’’ in the Air Force plan for tactical 
air support of the Army. It was pointed out 
that the Air Force allegedly has insisted 
upon ‘‘coequal command status at all levels 
of contact with the Ground Forces,” a situa- 
tion which, General Megee contended, de 
prives the Army commander of ‘‘operational 
control over His supporting elements, and re- 
quires that ultimate decision must be made 
at the highest echelon, in case of a dispute 
between ground and air commanders.’’ He 
stated that postwar efforts to evolve a work- 
able joint Army and Air Force procedure for 
the control of supporting aircraft ‘‘have al- 
ways been hampered by this basic and irre- 
concilable difference in the concept of com- 
mand.”’ It was therefore his conclusion that 
the Air Force is now unbalanced in its favor 
of strategic bombing ‘‘to the detriment of its 
ability to provide tactical air support for 
Ground Forces and for other missions in- 
volving tactical aviation.’’ 

In response to these observations, the Air 
Force provided statistical data, already cited 
in connection with the preceding discussion 
of emphasis on strategic bombing, showing 
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that not to exceed 8 percent of Air Force 
groups are to be equipped with B-36 bombers, 
and that upon mobilization more than 80 per- 
cent of the Air Force will consist of groups 
equipped for purposes other than strategic 
bombardment. There was a flat rejection of 
the charge that Air Force research and de- 
velopment programs have been neglected be- 
cause of emphasis on strategic bombing, al- 
though it was conceded that, the Navy's con- 
tention that less 6 percent of Air Force 
research and development funds is ear- 
marked for tactical and fighter aircraft is 
substantially correct. However, data was sub- 
mitted showing that the Air Force has com- 
pleted or is in the process of completing a 
number of new types of aircraft for support 
of ground troops, most of these new aircraft 
being developed or procured from production 
funds as production rhodifications and hence 
not revealed in funds allocated for research 
and development. It was also contended that 
projects now being completed for the devel- 
opment of tactical aircraft do not require ex- 
tensive funding from current fiscal year 

funds. 

Of special significance to the committee 
was testimony by the Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force and Chief of Staff of the Army 
that there is no disagreement between the 
Air Force and the Army as regards the type 
and amount of tactical air support the Army 
is receiving. General Collins mentioned that 
the Air Force and Army are now working 
“full time’’ at Fort Bragg, N. C., and at the 
Pope Air Base nearby ‘‘not only in training 
but also in the development of tactical doc- 
trine of airborne and close-support opera- 
tions, as well as in the development and test- 
ing of proper equipment."’ He expressed full 
satisfaction with existing plans for the air 
support of the Army by the Air Force. 

General Bradley considered Marine Corps 
aviation requirements as presented to the 
committee ‘‘overwhelmingly out of balance,”’ 
pointing out that the 21 squadrons in the 
Marine Corps (reduced to 12 in the 191 
budget) are equivalent to about 7 Air Force 
groups of tactical aviation for the support of 
only 2 Marine divisions. He stated that, if 
this same ratio had been applied to the 
Twelfth Army Group which he commanded 
in Europe during the war, over 100 air groups 
would have been required for the three 
armies—‘‘which would have been fantastic’’— 
as contrasted to the 14 fighter-bomber groups 
furnished the Twelfth Army Group by the 
Ninth Air Force—approximately one group 
for the support of each two divisions. Gen- 
eral Bradley emphasized that, in amphibious 
operations in which he had engaged in Sicily 
and Normandy, ‘“‘the two largest amphibious 
operations ever conducted,"’ the Air Force 
gave able assistance to the Navy and to the 
Army. He commented that this assistance 
“‘was turnished by land-based aviation.’’ 


Committee Views 


The committee finds in this testimony on 
tactical aviation several questions meriting 
comment. They are: 

1. Is the Air Force providing adequate 
ground-support aircraft for the Army? 

he Air Force fighter development ade- 

uate? 
6 8. Should Marine Corps aviation be reduced 
or maintained at the level proposed by the 
Marine Corps of three Marine squadrons per 
reinforced Marine battalion? ° 

4. Should Air Force pilots with ground- 
support missions receive Army Field Force 
training? 

5. Should Army Field Force commanders 
have command over their supporting alr 
craft? 

The committee is impressed by testimony 
-evidencing full satisfaction on the part of 
the Army with Air Force support aircraft and 

. The recent joint training activities es- 
tablished between the Army and the Air 
Force at Fort Bragg and at Pope Air Base 
appear to the committee to be substantially 
in line with the purposes and programs en- 
visaged by the Marine Corps witness, who 
emphasized strongly throughout his testi- 
mony the great need for close training and 
the greatest possible understanding between 
ground-support filers and the troops in the 
field. 

It does appear to the committee, however, 
that a much closer relationship should be 
established between Marine Corps aviators, 
the Army Field Forces, and the Air Force 
than is evidenced in the testimony. 

Providing close air support to troops has 
long been a specialty of the Marine Corps; 
the testimony reveals clearly that its doctrines 
of troop support are markedly divergent from 
those with which the Air Force and the Army 
have been closely associated heretofore. No 
sound reason could appear to exist why these 
three similar functions in the armed forces 





could not avoid, easing to a 
large degree the unnecessary, unwarranted, 





and hurtful tensions and suspicions which 
have long impaired relations between the 
Army and the Marine Corps, and between the 
Air Force and Marine Corps aviation. 

With these ends in view, the committee 
recommends to the Secretary of Defense that 
an interservice training program of this na- 
ture be initiated at the earliest date consistent 
with service efficiency and budgetary limita- 
tions. The committee is of the view that only 
through increasingly close association be- 
tween these highly specialized service activi- 
ties can any solution be found for the ques- 
tions of tactics, techniques, and command re- 


| lationships emphasized by the Marine Corps 


as so fundamental to successful close air sup- 
port to troops in the field. 

As regards the performance of Air Force 
fighter aircraft vis-a-vis, United States Navy 
fighter aircraft, the éommittee again is of the 
view that this question and related questions 
pertaining to tactical air developments of 
these two services can be successfully re 
solved only through a closely knit program 
of cross education—a program of cross de 
tail of personnel from which both services 
can benefit and, at the same time, the exces- 
sive rivalries, difficulties, and misunder- 
standings accumulated between the two in 
recent years can be progressively eased. 

There was noticeably bitter feelings in re- 
spect to strength reductions in Marine Corps 
aviation—on the part of the Marine Corps and 
evident in the testimony of General Bradley, 
who, it appeared to the committee, intention- 
ally slighted the amphibious training activi- 
ties of the Marine Corps and the Marine Corps 
aviation by the tenor of his testimony respect- 
ing his own operations in Europe and Air 
Force operations tn Europe. The committee 
considers animus between the services high 
ly regrettable; the issues involved in these 
basic national-defense questions must not be 
overlain by a poisonous layer of personality 
conflicts, suspicions, excessive service loyal- 
ties, inflamed by intentional slights. This 
particular issue, for example, definitely in- 
volves the readiness of the Marine Corps for 
an emergency. Ground and air officers con- 
sider marine air strength excessive, accord- 
ing to the testimony; and yet neither service 
can but concede that the approach of the 
Marine Corps to Its aviation requirements is 
predicated upon needs and concepts pecullar- 
ly of a Marine Corps nature—needs and con- 
cepts not shared, and responsibilities not im- 
posed upon, either the Air Force or the Army. 

This is not to suggest that the committee 
considers reductions in Marine Corps avia- 
tion unsound at this time. The question is 
primarily one, at this time, for the considera- 
tion of the Committees on Appropriations, 
for the proposed reduction of Marine Corps 
aviation from last year’s 21 squadrons to the 
1951 fiscal year 12 squadrons is now pending 
before the Appropriations Committees for ap- 
proval. Unquestionably the issue will be very 
carefully and objectively studied in those 
committees. 

The more basic issue involved does, how- 
ever, perturb the committee—and that is the 
extent to which joint service decisions should 
permeate into the vitals of each of the armed 
forces. It appears to the committee, as indl- 
cated previously in connection with strategic 
bombing problems, that while unification is 
in its infancy, and so long as interservice 
knowledge remains relatively unsubstantial, 
as the committee considers it to be today, 
extreme caution must be exercised by na- 
tional-defense leaders in imposing decisions, 
jointly determined, upon this or that armed 
service as regards the nature, the type, and 
the number of weapons that service shall 
have within its budgetary ceiling. 

The committee considers this problem suffi- 
ciently significant to the soundness of na- 
tional-defense planning that it counsels De- 
partment of Defense policy authorities and 
executives to exercise great prudence for the 
next several years in dealing too directly with 
the basic structures of each of the armed 
forces. There is insufficient common under- 
standing at this stage of unification to per- 
form this type of work with adequate accu- 
racy, in the view of the committee. 

The essential composition of each of the 
armed forces is too vital to the ability of 
each service to perform its assigned mission 
to permit uninformed groping, to too great 
an extent, into the fundamentals of each 
service. It is very perplexing to the commit- 
tee how any Navy leader can pass sound 
judgment, certainly at this time, on the num- 
ber or type of tanks the Army needs for the 
support of Army troops; how any Air Force 
leader can accurately pass Judgment on the 
number of destroyers and submarines and the 
types of other vessels required by the Navy 
to accomplish its assigned missions; how any 
Army officer can informedly advise the Air 
Force whether or not Air Force specifica- 
tions for the B-36 bomber are sound or un- 
sound and whether or not the Air Force has 
too many or too few. : 

The committee fully comprehends the 
necessity for close coordination of the plans 
of the three services under the unified na- 
tional-defense structure erected by law and 
reflecting the will of the Congress and the 
American people. The committee 4s solidly 





that there are real possibilities for extremely 
serious damage to the efficacy of the Na- 
tion’s defense in attempting too early in uni- 
fication to reach joint decisions on matters 
on which only one of the highly profession- 
alized services can be expected to have sound 
judgment. 

The solution to the problem -rests, for- 
tunately or unfortunately, mainly in prudent 
administration—upon a sense of proportion 
in seeking unified or joint decisions—upon 
a realization within the Department of the 
basic limitations at this stage of unification 
on arriving at common standards, common 
doctrines, common requirements. 

There is, so far as the committee can visual- 
ize, no present legislative solution to the 
problem, but the committee does hold the 
view that this particular aspect of unifica- 
tion requires the closest continuing scrutiny 
by the Congress and top officials of the na- 
tional security organization in order to avoid 
serious damage to the Nation's defense, 





Unification 











The committee received a large volume of 
testimony pertaining to the problems incli- 
dent to unification itself—to the relations be- 
tween the armed forces, to the administra- 
tion of the statutory authority contained in 
the Unification Act, to motivations of in- 
dividuals and of services—as contrasted to 
the testimony previously discussed which re- 
lated to strategy and tactics and the readi- 
ness of the United States on the outbreak 
of any future war. 

This testimony clearly delineates the major 


.ponderable and imponderable problems en- 


countered in achieving unification. It empha- 
sizes the difficulties—and the dangers—in- 
volved in the growth of this historic national- 
defense undertaking. 
Intangible Factors 

It 1s evident by now—in the light of the 
great acrimony attending the numerous con- 
gressional debates on unification and recent 
developments in the Pentagon—that ‘‘unifica- 
tion’’ is a subject highly charged with emo- 
tion. The committee judges, from the testi- 
mony, that the emotional and psychological 
factors in the unification effort are sufficient- 
ly deeply rooted as to require their considera- 
tion and a recognition of their explosive po- 
tentialities in almost all unification decisions. 
If, in these early days of unification, these 
emotional equations are disregarded and 
cavalierly or rudely handled, the progress the 
Nation has a right to expect from the unil- 
fication of the services will be unnecessarily 
delayed and conceivably frustrated entirely. 

A whole complex of factors has contributed 
to the emotional turmoil of unification. In- 
terservice suspicion has entered into it—far 
more so in the past than is now the case since 
the committee’s October 1949 hearings. 

Interservice rivalries have, of course, al- 
ways been present and have played a part in 
the adding of fuel to the flames of service 
controversies which will always be vigorous 
even without such a stimulant, in view of the 
importance of the national decisions involved 
and the capacity and qualities of firmness and 
leadership with which most service leaders 
are endowed. Profound—and profoundly sin- 
cere—professional differences on the art of 
warfare exist. The inherited strains and ani- 
mosities and fears which were so pronounced 
in the consideration of the first unification 
act 2% years ago still fester in many service 
minds; and there are stil! those who are con- 
vinced, in the Congress as well as in the 
services, that the entire undertaking is funda- 
mentally unsound. There have been admin- 
istrative indelicacies in the implementation 
of the law which have opened service scar 
tissue on the subject of unification. There 
has been a Navy reluctance in the inter 
service marriage, an overardent Army, a 
somewhat exuberant Air Force—all services, 
in the view of the cémmittee, at fault here 
and there, on this or that issue, at one time 
or another, in the unification effort. 

It may well be stated that the committee 
finds no unification Puritans in the Pentagon. 

But all of this is hindsight. Looking to the 
future, the committee believes there are 
short- and long-range remedies for these im- 
ponderable difficulties in unification. 


Sensitive Administration 


The committee counsels extreme care in 
the future in resolving bitter interservice 
disputes within the Pentagon—and the com- 
mittee is highly gratified by recent !ndica- 
tions, principally on the part of the Secretary 
of Defense, that such care is now being exer- 
cised and that steps are being taken within 
the Pentagon to insure that no one service 
may have grounds for charging intentional 
mistreatment by leaders of the armed forces. 
Unification is still in infancy; each of the 
services has a rich and proud tradition, and 
it is too much to expect every person In uni- 
form to reach the millenium of unification in 
spirit as well as in practice overnight. Pru- 
dent administration, sensitive to these many 
imponderables of spirit and emotion and 
service loyalties, can greatly ease these prob- 
lems over the years that must pass before 
cross education of the services will truly pro- 
duce a family feeling among the armed 
forces. Conversely, hasty 
brusque dismissals of honestly held service 








views will surely so aggravate these problems 
as to prejudice unification and the armed 
forces themselves in the eyes of the Amert- 
can people. 

The committee hopes to witness few inct- 
dents in the future of an administrative char- 
acter which can warrant a charge on behalf 
of any service that a preconceived notion or a 
service bias produced a hasty decision to its 
detriment. 

Cross Education of Services 


The committee is strongly of the view that 
cross education of the services holds the ulti- 
mate key to this perplexing problem of inter- 
service relations, and a greater concentration 
of effort in this field is necessary, in the com- 
mittee’s view, in order to bring better per. 
spective among the services to the main prob- 
lems in dispute. The committee ‘can find no 
justification whatsoever for barring, in effect, 
naval aviation personne! from Strategi¢ Air 
Command activities of the Air Force and 
concurs wholly with the statement in the 
testimony that this is not in the spirit of 
unification, despite the provocations that may 
have occurred in the past to produce this 
situation. 

This particular instance is, however, mere- 
ly symptomatic of a fundamental problem in 
the services. The services know far too little 
of one another and of one another's prob- 
lems, capabilities and limitations, tactics and 
techniques, doctrines and procedures. Lack 
of understanding inevitably breeds sus 
Picion and distrust and questioning of mo 
tives. The committee believes that much more 
can and must be done to provide joint train- 
ing and the cross detail of military person- 
nel among the services, especially in those 
areas where the greatest controversy has 
raged in recent years. The committee has 
specifically in mind the air arms—Air Force 
aviation, naval aviation, Marine Corps avia- 
tion; amphibious warfare, wherein the Army 
and Marine Corps have great mutual interest; 
ground-support aviation, where the Army, the 
Air Force, and the Marine Corps have pre- 
dominant interest and where much more 
jointly determined information is imperative 
to remove the tensions and arguments which 
have been related in this report; carrier avia- 
tion of the Navy, requiring, in the view of the 
committee, a greater knowledge on the part 
of Air Force pilots of its complexities, its ca- 
pabilities, and its limitations; strategic bomb- 
ing, requiring Navy pilots to understand 
better its problems anq possibilities and limi- 
tations. p 

The committee was impressed by testimony 
by the Army Chief of Staff on this general 
subject, and specifically by his reference to 
the establishment of joint training centers 
to deal with the problems of amphibious war- 
fare, air-borne troops, air tactical support, 
and air defense, provided it is understood 
that these centers will not be operated con- 
trary to the terms of the Unification Act. No 
sound reason appears to the committee to 
exist for a delay in the establishment of 
such centers and the expanding of this sys- 
tem into other areas of mutual interest among 
the armed forces. 

The unification Act specifically authorizes 
the cross detail of military personnel, so 
legislative action is not indicated unless there 
is an administrative disinclination to conduct 
Programs of this nature in sufficient size to 
achieve substantial results. The committee 
anticipates, from the tenor of the testimony 
of the Secretary of Defense, that attention 
to this subject will be increased as a result 
of the committee's hearings. 

Corresponding to this cross-education pro- 
gram are joint war games; and, again, it is 
the committee recommendation that steps be 
taken to direct such interservice training ex- 
ercises specifically in those fields where the 
controversy between the services has reached 
its highest peak. Although the results of such 
tests may oftentimes be so highly secret that 
they cannot properly be the subject of public 
debate, as was contended by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff in respect to the Banshee-B-36 test 
Proposed by the committee in the spring of 
1949, nevertheless such tests appear to the 
committee to hold great promise as a means 
for eliminating or at least reducing sub- 
stantially the tensions between the services 
as well as contributing much to their combat 
readiness. Such activities are therefore 
strongly endorsed by the committee for high- 
priority consideration by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

Committee View of Unification 


Finally, the committee believes that it it- 
self. can contribute in part to the easing of 
the problem which has developed among the 
services. This requires an expression on the 
part of the committee, for the benefit of the 
services, of its basic approach to the prob- 
lem of unification. 

At the outset, the committee wishes to call 
attention to the meaning of the word ‘‘unl- 
fication’’ and to point out that, while most 
people seem to be emphatically ‘in favor of 
“‘unification,”’ as is the committee, there are 
few who agree fully as to its meaning. It Is, 
in fact, in defining the word and in Iinterpret- 
ing the Unification Act that many of the aif 


culties in unification arise. Is “ on 
synonymous with “centralization,” with 
“domination,” with “coordination,’” with 


“civilian control,” with “‘efficiency,”” with 
“economy’’? Does it mean a chief of staff 
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system imposed over all the armed forces and 
an all-service general staff? Does it mean 
the relegation of the Congress to by-stander 
role in national defense matters? Does it 
mean the imposition of the views of one or 
two services, upon another service, or is it 
the purpose of unification to ‘‘integrate’’ 
service views instead of to ‘dominate’ 
them? Does it mean a War Department or- 
ganization within the Department of Defense, 
a Navy Department organization, or a com- 
bination of the two? 

The point is, unification Is a concept, not 
a fact; and there is much argument as to 
which particular unification concept (and 
there are several) is the sound one. No one 
person and no one group, in or out of the 
service, has a monopoly on the correct mean- 
ing of the word as applied to the Nation’s 
defense. 

The sooner it is generally recognized that 
there is a number of methods by which to 
achieve ‘‘unification’’ and a number of types 
of “‘unification’’ to be achieved, the sooner 
there will be an intelligent and sound ap- 
praisal of the unification process and a badly 
needed elimination of blind adherence to the 
ew understood slogan of ‘‘unifica- 

ion.”” 

In the Unification Act a statement of con- 
gressional intent was included to serve as a 
guide to the administrators of the law. The 
purpose of the law, according to this policy 
declaration, is to provide— 

1. A comprehensive program for the future 
security of the United States; 

2. The establishment of integrated policies 
and procedures for the departments, agencies, 
and functions of the Government relating to 
the national security; 

3. Three military departments, separately 
administered, for the operation and admin- 
istration of the Army, the Navy (including 
naval aviation and the United States Marine 
Corps), and the Air Force, with their as- 
signed combat and service components; 

4 The coordination and unified direction 
of the military departments under the Sec- 
retary of Defense but not to merge them; 

5. The effective strategic direction of the 
armed forces, their operation under unified 
control, and their integration Into an efficient 
team of land, naval, and air forces, but not 
to create a single chief of staff nor an armed 
forces genera! staff. 

The committee supports these objectives of 
the law and will continue to do so. But for 
purposes of clarity the committee would like 
to explain that by unification it does not 
mean— 

1. The diminution of the role of the Con- 
gress in national defense decisions; 

2. Operational control of the armed forces 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 

3. An imposition of a one-service or a two- 
service concept upon a third service; 

4. The triplification of the administrative 
overhead among the three military depart- 
ments; 

5. The effecting of ‘‘economies’’ or ‘‘sav- 
ings’’ by means of reductions in the fighting 

eS ; 

6. The exclusion from the Congress of mili- 
tary advisers permitted to speak their minds 
frankly on national defense policies; 

7. The punishment of Department of De- 
fense witnesses before congressional commit- 
tees for giving to the Congress, upon re- 
quest, their personal views on any aspect of 
national defense. 

Lastly, the committee wishes to make it 
positively clear that, insofar as it is con- 
cerned, unification will continue, and will 
continue to have the assistance of the com- 
mittee. There can be no return to the loose- 
ly coordinated interservice relations that 
characterized the prewar period. 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Almost the entire leadership of the Na- 
tion’s fleet asserted that the Navy is not ade- 
quately understood this early in unification 
by the Army and Air Force, which were one 
service two and a half years ago, and by the 
civilian authorities in the Department of De- 
fense. They expressed great concern—and, 
in the view of the committee, sinCere con- 
cern—lest the Navy and national defense be 
irreyarably damaged through ill-informed 
decisions before understanding among the 
services will have reached an adequate level. 

The reply to this was the assertion by the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that 
the difficulty is not that there is inadequate 
understanding of the Navy but that the Navy 
inadequately comprehends land warfare. As 
aresult, he stated that Navy views must often 
be overruled in the formulation of national 
defense plans. 

The committee is of the opinion that both 
sides are correct—that the Navy, as General 
Bradley testified, does not fully comprehend 
the problems incident to large-scale land war- 
fare; indeed, this was not contended by any 
Navy witness. Conversely, the committee 
agrees that strategic-bombing experts and 
those who have devoted their professional 
lives studying the strategy, tactics, and tech- 
niques of| large-scale land warfare cannot be 
expert in naval strategy and the measures 
Recessary to insure command of the seas. 

Insofar as national-defense planning is 
@oncerned, the committee believes that in the 
National Security Act Amendments of 1949 








insufficient recognition was given to this basic 
lack of adequate interservice understanding. 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff structure does not 
contain adequate checks and balances to in- 
sure an amalgam of service views as regards 
strategic matters; as constituted, it can re- 
sult eventually, and for a continuing period, 
in the imposition of two-service strategic 
concepts upon ‘a third service—a process, in 
the early days of unification, that could, in 
the view of the committee, produce ultimate- 
ly a seriously unbalanced defense program. 

The committee believes that Navy concern 
88 to consideration of Navy views can be very 
substantially eased, and national defense 
planning can be buttressed against possible 
unbalance, by these legislative modifications 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff structure— 

An amendment requiring the rotation 
among the services of the position of chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, his term of 
service being limited to 2 years except in 
time of war; . 

An amendment adding the commandant of 
the Marine Corps to the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
as a member thereof; . 

And, ultimately, a reanalysis of the entire 
Joint Chiefs of Staff structure with the ob- 
jective of determining whether or. not the 
structure, as amended, insures adequate con- 
sideration of all service views. 

The committee will sponsor legislation in 
this session of the Congress to accomplish the 
first two of the above items, and will under- 
take early in the Eighty-second Congress a 
restudy of the entire Joint Chiefs of Staff 
structure. 


Weapon Development 


The testimony placed before the commit- 
tee three questions in respect to the develop- 
ment of weapons by the armed forces: 

First, should the B-36 bomber be procured 
in quantity previous to the conclusion of 
studies of its effectiveness by the Joint 
Weapons Systems Evaluation Board, which 
functions in an advisory capacity to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. . 

Second, should the Navy be permitted to 
construct the 65,000-ton flush-deck aircraft 
carrier U.S.S. United States. 

Third, should the services jointly pass on 
the research and development activities of 
the three services, or should their joint con- 
sideration of weapon development be confined 
to the mass procurement of weapons, 

B-36 bomber.—As regards the B-36 bomber, 
all witnesses counseled the committee to 
await the report of the Joint Weapons Sys- 
tems Evaluation Board before reaching any 
conclusions as to the value of this giant air- 
craft. This the committee agrees is a wholly 
sensible course of action. It has, therefore, 
not sought to pass judgment in any respect 
on the many able arguments, pro and con, 
which the committee has received in regard 
to this weapon. 

To carry this concept forward, the com- 
mittee finds equal logic in not procuring any 
expensive weapon in quantity until the rec- 
ommendations of this Board with respect 
thereto have been made available to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, unless there are extremely 
forceful reasons requiring great urgency of 
decision on the basis of the most expert evi- 
dence readily available. According to the 
testimony, this latter standard has hereto- 
fore been applied to the B-36; that it, the 
strategic pattern laid before the committee 
accorded to this bomber vast war-deterrent 
value in company with the atomic bomb; ac- 
cordingly, its procurement has proceeded 
without regard to the study being made co- 
incidentally as to its effectiveness and the 
general effectiveness of strategic bombing. 
The committee can find no fault with this 
type of procedure when warranted by emer- 
gency conditions in the world, especially in 
view of the sound concept enunciated by Air 
Force spokesmen and by the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the men in the 
Nation who know the most about this subject 
have uniformly pronounced this aircraft 
worthy of the great reliance placed thereon 
by the Air Force and, therefore, it has been 
justifiable to proceed. 

But such a procedure should net be used 
except in emergency circumstances, the com- 
mittee believes; and even after the procedure 
has been resorted to, the Board should pro- 
ceed with its studies on such weapons there- 
after, as it has in respect to’ the B-36, to 
determine as promptly as possible the merits 
and value of the weapon. 


The Aircraft Carrier USS ‘‘United States’’ 

As regards the aircraft carrier United 
States, the committee is inclined to rely as 
fully on the judgment of the experts in this 
instance as it and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have as regards the B-36 bomber. 

The judgment of the professional leaders 
of the United States Navy has been—since 
1946—that a modern fleet must have the en- 
larged flush-deck aircraft carrier in order to 
insure command of the seas in a future war. 
The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
the Chief of Staff of the Air Force presented 
arguments against this weapon, mainly on 
the ground that the nature of the next war 
will not dictate high priority value for a 
weapon of this type. Both witnesses insisted, 
however, that the Navy must be prepared to 
maintain command of the seas, but, in their 
view, other naval weapons are now available 
in sufficient quantity and modern naval 
weapons of other types are better fitted for 
this purpose than a_  65,000-ton 








carrier. 

The committee is unsure of the technical 
equipment of the Chief of Staff of the Air 
Force and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff to determine for the Navy the type 
of naval weapon that is best fitted for con- 
trol of the seas. To be sure, they did not 
determine the question; they responded 
frankly and honestly on the subject to the 
Secretary,of Defense when asked for their 
views. The decision was made by the Secre- 
tary of Defense, with the approval of the 
President. ’ 

As for the method by which the cancella- 
tion was made, the committee has no hesi- 
tancy in expressing its disapproval. The 
summary manner of cancellation immediate- 
ly prompted a rift with the Secretary of the 
Navy, it caused serious concern and appre- 
hension among Navy personnel and a feeling 
in the Navy of having been abused, and it 
gave cause in the minds of many to attach 
undue importance to charges that under uni- 
fication the Navy was to be intentionally 
slighted. All of this is highly regrettable; 
the committee is almost constrained to the 
view that the manner of the cancellation has 
had more far-reaching results than the can- 
cellation itself. 

A further matter of significance is the can- 
cellation of the carrier—unilaterally by the 
Secretary of Defense—without prior consul- 
tation with the Appropriations and Armed 
Services Committees of the Congress. This 
is, in the committee view, an unsound man- 
ner in which to conduct public business in- 
volving the national defense. The commit- 
tees and the entire Congress had passed twice 
on the carrier—favorably each time. It was 
clearly the intent of the Congress that the 
carrier should be built. Despite this declara- 
tion of congressional intent, despite the clear 
intent of laws enacted by the Congress, the 
construction of this vessel was canceled 
summarily by administrative decision. 

This type of action gives the committee 
extreme concern. National defense is not 
strictly an executive department undertak- 
ing; it involves not only the Congress but the 
American people as a whole, speaking 
through their Congress. The committee can 
in no way condone this manner of deciding 
public questions. 

It was precisely for the purpose of antici- 
pating such situations in the future that the 
Armed Services Committee insisted upon the 
inclusion of a provision in the Unlfication Act 
amendments of 1949 that, 

“* * * no function which has been or is 
hereafter authorized by law to be per 
formed by the Department of Defense shall 
be substantially transferred, ’ reassigned, 
abolished, or consolidated until after a re- 
port in regard to all pertinent details shall 
have been made by the Secretary of De- 
fense to the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Congress.’’ 

In view of this provision of law and the 
results flowing from the carrier cancellation, 
the committee anticipates that this type of 
action will not recur in the future. 

As to the merits of the carrier itself, the 
committee withholds—for the time being— 
any further action. Under existing world 
conditions extreme need exists for great 
concentration of effort by the Navy ‘on sub- 
marine construction, conversion of existing 
vessels and the design and development of 
other naval weapons for antisubmarine war- 
fare, and in aircraft procurement. These 
programs are now in progress. They must 
be continued—perhaps, even, substantially 
expanded. 

However, a severely restrictive budgetary 
cefling is imposed on the Navy Department 
as well as the other service departments in 
the military budget which has already been 
allocated among the services. Under this cir- 
cumstance, and in the light of the Navy’s 
extreme emphasis, on its present and con- 
templated shipbuilding programs and air- 
craft-procurement program, the committee 
does not plan for the present to intervene 
in respect to the modern flush-deck carrier. 

The committee does wish to reiterate its 
conviction, however, that in this matter, as 
in regard to the B-36 bomber, the sound 
course for the Nation to follow is to adhere, 
insofar as possible, to the expert views of 
those best qualified to pass judgment. 

In the case of the modern aircraft carrier 
and its relation to sea power, those best 
qualified to pass judgment are very evident- 
ly the Nation’s professional Navy leaders. 


Interservice Approval of Weapon 
Development 


The committee looks with considerable 
concern on the increasing tendency too early 
in the development of unification to have 
joint service determination of highly tech- 
nical matters which for the present can be 
accurately evaluated only by the service per- 
sonnel directly involved. 

It ts too early, in the committee view, for 
the Navy to apply its professional judgment 
to the type of heavy tanks the Army should 
develop for use in large-scale land warfare. 
It is too early for the Air Force to pass 
judgment on Navy development of new types 
of aircraft carriers and submarines; too early 
for the Army to pass Judgment on the capa- 
bilities and limitations of the interceptor air- 
craft being developed by the Air Force. 

It is, in fact, open to debate whether the 
time will ever come, without serious damage 
to the Nation’s defense, when the three serv- 
ices can apply common standards to weapon 
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development. There are few areas in service 
activity as highly professionalized ds this— 
few areas in which extensive experience in a 
perticular service is as necessary as in judg- 
ing the necessary qualities of a weapon being 
developed. F 

The committee reaction to this problem is 
that the appropriate role of the Joint 
Weapons Systems Evaluation Board is es- 
sentially to determine the capabilities of 
weapons of the various services after the 
services have developed them; not to instruct 
this or that service that it shall or shall not 
undertake the development of its particular, 
specialized weapon. ’ 

It is probable that this point is relatively 
academic; so far as the committee can ascer~ 
tain from the testimony, the aircraft carrier 
United States is the only weapon develop- 
ment project which thus far has been spe- 
cifically rejected on joint service recom- 
mendation since unification was undertaken 
2% years ago. In view of the considerations 
just mentioned, the committee anticipates 
that this situation will occur but 
at all—in the future. 








Budgetary Controls 


Administrative Reductions in Appropriated 
Funds 











The central question involving budgetary 
controls of the Department of Defense ig the 
freedom of the Department to withhold funds 
appropriated by the Congress. The commit- 
tee considers this procedure entirely within 
the law as passed on 10 August 1949; but it 
does not consider this practice to be in har 
mony with the desires of the Congress. 

The constitutional responsibility of the 
Congress is to provide and maintain a Navy 
and to raise and support an Army. The 
committee does not consider this responsibil- 
ity to consist merely of imposing legislative 
and appropriation ceilings on the armed 
forces; the responsibility assuredly includes 
congressional participation in decisions to 
maintain the forces at levels below those 
ceilings. Otherwise, the Congress is wholly 
unable to insure that the view of the Amer- 
ican people in regard to their defense is ob- 
served by the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment. 

Accordingly, the committee will sponsor an 
amendment to the unification act which will 
require, within reasonable limits, consulta- 
tion with the Committees on Appropriations 
of the Senate and House of Representatives 
before funds appropriated by the Congress 
are withheld by administrative act. 

Appropriations 

In discussing the question of appropria- 
tions, the committee recognizes that this sub- 
ject pertains more directly to the policies of 
the Appropriations Committee than to itself, 
a legislative committee. However, this sub- 
ject is necessarily a central core of the hear- 
ings and the committee submits these gen- 
eral observations mainly for the considera- 
tion of the House and Senate Committees on 
Appropriations. ° 

One of the obvious obstacles to smooth and 
effective cooperation in the higher echelons 
of service command is to be found in the 
processes by which annual appropriations are 
distributed to each. It is obviously impos- 
sible to provide an impregnable and in- 
destructible defense for the United States 
with any array of forces, machinery, equip- 
ment, and organization that could conceiv- 
ably be maintained at any cost below that 
which would result in national bankruptcy. 
We are not, however, concerned with con- 
siderations of absolute defense; we deal, 
rather, in relative terms. A concept of per- 
fect defense would envision such an over 
whelming preponderance of force in all the 
categories that the practical result would be 
single power domination of all the world. 

Because of these inescapable circumstances, 
professional opinion will always find grave 
deficiencies in the amounts provided for de- 
fense. This applies to the total sum that 
can be made available as well as to that part 
of the sum that each service receives. 

Manifestly, each service will attempt to 
secure the greatest possible portion of the 
aggregate sum in any year in order that it 
may find itself in a position to meet, with 
some degree of effectiveness, its own 4as- 
signed and traditional responsibilities. Much 
of the heat in recent interservice controversy 
has sprung directly from this process of at- 
tempting to distribute deficits among the 
three, with the consequent jealousy with 
which each has viewed every allocation made 
to other services. When civilian authority is 
forced to intervene and make decisions in 
this delicate matter, it is easy to see where 
one of the services can quickly convince it- 
self that it is the victim of special consid- 
erations or special lobbying ability on the 
part of others. It then seeks relief from any 
possible source, including the Congress. 

The committee believes that much can be 
done to lessen the intensity of this struggle 
and thus remove one great obstacle from the 
path of successful coordination and coop- 


ration. 
7 The Congress its constitu- 
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PARTY with a purpose was the silver 

tea given by the Army and Navy 
Chapter of the D.A.R. at the quarters of 
General and Mrs. Omar N. Bradley at Ft. 
Myer last week, the beneficiary being the 
Ernie Pyle Junior Citizens’ Boys’ Club, 
a branch of the Trinidad Club, and also 
for the building fund of the D.A.R. 

Mrs. Bradley, a member of the chapter, 
headed the receiving line, charming in a 
purple gown with corsage of orchids, with 
Mrs. Cariton Todd, Regent; Mrs. Rex 
Rhoads, Mrs. David Wells, State Regent, 
and Mrs. Roy C. Bowker, with the intro- 
ductions made by Mrs. James Alfonte. 

Others present were Mrs. Robert Mose- 
ley, Vice Regent of England; Mrs. Charles 
Painter, and other state officers with a 
group of wives of Admirals pouring tea, 
including Mrs. James Maher, Mrs. Royal 
Ingersoll, Mrs. Edwin Burroughs and Mrs. 
William Smith, and also presiding at the 
prettily decorated table, a group of Gen- 
erals’ wives, who were Mrs. J. L. Hines, 
Mrs, Charles Kutz, Mrs. Avery Cooper, 
Mrs. A. C. McAuliffe, Mrs. Halstead, Mrs. 
Morrison, and Mrs. Pritchett. 

—o-— 

Mrs. J. J. Clark, wife of Rear Admiral 
Clark, now in the Mediterranean, was 
hostess Saturday in compliment to Mrs. 
Mary Berkeley Funke and Miss Helen 
Knox, co-authors of a recently published 
book, “Moneywise,” who came down from 
New York to visit Mr. and Mrs. Detmar H. 
Finke. Responding to Mrs. Clark’s invita- 
tion for her cocktail buffet were the Chief 
of Naval Operations and Mrs. Sherman, 
Rear Adm. and Mrs. Frederick McMahon, 
Rear Adm. and Mrs. John P. Whitney, 
Rear Adm. and Mrs. Ralph Riggs, Capt. 
and Mrs. John Lockwood Pratt, Capt. J. B. 
Pearson, jr., Capt. and Mrs. E. Chester 
Beck, and Capt. and Mrs. Neil K. Dietrich. 

——=— 


The former Secretary of the Army and 
Mrs. Kenneth C. Royall are on their way 
to Paris, where they will spend a fort- 
night or so. 

—_o——_ 

Maj. Gen. Paul H. Streit, commanding 
general, Army Medical Center, and Mrs. 
Streit, have issued “at home” invitations 
for 5 and 12 March from 4 to 6 p.m. They 
will formally welcome officers and their 
wives who have arrived at the Center 
during the past six months. 


——o—- 

Lt. Col. William H. Baumer retired 
from active service Tuesday and he and 
Mrs. Baumer gave a series of farewell 
parties before leaving for Vero Beach, 
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SERVICE SOCIAL NEWS 











Left—Mrs. William Edward Whittington, 3d, the former Miss Virginia Mace, daughter 


of Col. and Mrs. Ralph BR. Mace, who was married to Lieutenant Whittington, son of 
Col. and Mrs. William E. Whittington, jr., 11 Feb., at Ft. Bragg, N. C. (Glogan Photo). 
Center—Mrs. John Gresham Burnett, who was the former Miss Mary Helen Smith, 
daughter of Col. and Mrs. John A. Smith, jr., USA-Ret., before her marriage to Mr. 


- Burnett, 11 Feb., at Dallas, Tex. 


Bight—Miss (Lt.) Margaret Maryolyn Scott, USA, 


the daughter of Col. and Mrs. Winfield Scott, USA-Ret., whose engagement to Lt. Roger 
Stubblefield, USAF, has been announced. 





Fla., to visit her parents before establish- 
ing themselves at their new home in New 
Brunswick, N. J. 

Among the guests at Saturday’s party 
were Lt. Col. and Mrs. J. R. Beishline, Lt. 
Col. and Mrs, F. C. Norvell, and Lt. Col. 
and Mrs. W. H. Craig, while on Friday 
the company included Maj. Gen. and Mrs. 
Charles L. Bolte, Col. and Mrs. R. E. 
Dupuy, Col. and Mrs. Anthony Drexel 
Biddle, Col. and Mrs. R. W. Porter, jr., 
Comdr. and Mrs. J. D. MacDonald and 
others. 


-—0-— 

On 24 Feb. the class of ’38, USMA, wives 
met for their monthly luncheon in the 
Blue Room at the Shoreham Hotel. 
Twenty wives were present and enjoyed 
a style show, as well as visiting and re- 
newing friendships. Mrs. Neil Van Sickle, 
who has just arrived with her husband 
from Ladd AFB, Alaska, was the newest 
member. Mrs. Kenneth Skaer was chair- 
man of the luncheon committee for this 
meeting, with Mrs. Dallas Haynes and 
Mrs, A. J. Frolich assisting. 


——_o-—- 

The West Point Wives of ’41 met for 
their second luncheon of the year on Fri- 
day, 24 Feb., at the Army-Navy Country 
Club. Projects for the coming months 
were discussed with bridge afterward. 
Those attending were: Mrs. W. F. Brier, 
Mrs. C. W. Chapman, Mrs. J. J. Easton, 
Mrs. James Green, Mrs. W. M. Lauter- 
bach, Mrs. John Millikin, jr., Mrs. Roger 
Lawson, Mrs. John Norton, Mrs. W. A. 
Purdy, Mrs. W. R. Reed, Mrs. J. R. Rich- 
ards and.Mrs. W. T. Seawell. Mrs. John 
Easton was hostess. Hostesses for March 
will be Mrs. William Brier and Mrs. 
James Green. 


——o——_- 

The Washington Chapter of the Daugh- 
ters of the U.S. Army will hold its month- 
ly luncheon and meeting at the Army- 
Navy Club on Farragut Square on Mon- 
day, 6 March. Mrs. Charles L. Bolte, wife 
of Maj. Gen. Bolte, the president, who 
succeeded Mrs. S. D. Sturgis, will preside 
and introduce the speaker, Madame Riza 
of the Pakistan Embassy, who will talk 
on “Customs and Conditions in Pakistan.” 

Lt. Gen. Robert L. Eichelberger spoke 
to the Society on “Our Position in Japan” 
at the February meeting. 


—o—— 
The Army-Navy Country Club was the 
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scene of a cocktail buffet musicale 24 Feb. 
given by Maj. Gen. and Mrs. Richard C. 
Lindsay with Mr. and Mrs. R. Larry Hoyle 
of Baltimore. The occasion was for the 
entertainment of friends and parents of 
a ballet group which has been formed in 
the Washington area for service juniors 
and wives and their civilian guests. 

The children who appeared in the dance 
production were: Sandra Smith, Perry 
Ann McNaughton, Maria Suarez, Jane 
and Carol Cram, Kristin Norstad, Nancy 
Trohan, and Mary Jane Jackson. 

Among the guests were: 

General and Mrs. Hoyt Vandenberg and 
Mrs. Vandenberg’s sister, Miss Rose, Lt. 
Gen. and Mrs. Lauris Norstad, Maj. Gen. 
and Mrs. James Chaney, Maj. Gen. and Mrs. 
W. F. McKee, Maj. Gen. and Mrs. Lawrence 
Kuter, Maj. Gen. and Mrs. Bryant Boatner, 
Maj. Gen. and Mrs. Donald Putt, Maj. .Gen. 
and Mrs. David Schlatter, Maj. Gen. and 
Mrs. Joseph Smith, Maj. Gen. and Mrs. 
Francis Griswold, Maj. Gen. and Mrs. Harry 
Armstrong, Maj. Gen. and Mrs. K. P. Mc 
Naughton, Maj. Gen. and Mrs. C. P. Cabell, 
Maj. Gen. and Mrs. George Kennebeck. 

Brig. Gen. and Mrs. D. P. Booth, Brig. 
Gen. and Mrs. Ivan Farman, Brig. Gen. 
and Mrs. E. J. Kendricks, Brig. Gen. and 
Mrs. Daniel Ogle, Brig. Gen. and Mrs. W. H. 
Powell, Brig. Gen. and Mrs. E. H. Under 
hill, Brig. Gen. and Mrs. A. H. Schwichten- 
berg, Brig. Gen. and Mrs. Walter Agee. 


Qe 


Col. George A. Barten, Executive Offi- 
cer at Ft. Myer, Va., and Mrs. Barten, 
with their two young daughters, Carolyn 
and Gail, are leaving shortly for Oki- 
nawa, and in their honor a number of 
parties are being given. On the evening 
of 25 Feb., Col. and Mrs. James V. Cole 
gave a dinner party for them and on 27 
Feb., Maj. and Mrs. Joel E. Hollis enter- 
tained at dinner in their honor. The fol- 
lowing evening all the members of the 
new Board of Governors of the Ft. Myer 
Officers’ Club honored them at a dinner 
at which Colonel Barten was presented 
with an engraved desk set, and on the 
evening of 2 Mar., Col. Willis S. Matthews 
had them as the guests of honor at dinner. 





Weddings and Engagements 


OL. and Mrs. Philip R. Garges have 

announced the approaching mar- 
riage of their daughter, Jerene, to First 
Lieut. Thomas Tytherleigh Jones, son of 
Mrs. Jean C. Jones of Champaign, IIl. 
The wedding will be performed at St. 
Luke’s Chapel in Tokyo, Japan, on 15 
March. 

Colonel Garges, who is the son of Mrs. 
Daniel E. Garges of Washington, D. C., 
is the Executive Officer of the Engineer 
Section, General Headquarters, Far East 
Command. oh 

Lieutenant Jones is with the Eighth 
Engineer Battalion of the First Cavalry 
Division in Japan and is a graduate of 








the U. S. Military Academy, class of 1948. 

Miss Garges is the granddaughter of 
Mrs, William E. Tyler of Aldie, Va. While 
her father was recently stationed at Ft. 
Belvoir, Va., she graduated from St. 
Mary’s Academy at Alexandria, and at- 
tended the Abbott School of Art in Wash- 
ington. 

—o—— 

Commo. Norman Campbell Gillette, 
USN-Ret., and Mrs. Gillette, of Long 
Beach, Calif., announce the engagement 
of their daughter, Mary Louise, to Comdr. 
Roland Weyburn Schumann, jr., USN, son 
of Capt. Roland Weyburn Schumann, 
(SC), USN-Ret., and Mrs. Schumann, of 
Washington, D. C. 

Miss Gillette attended the Madames of 
the Sacred Heart and Georgetown Visita- 
tion Convent in Washington, D. C.; Miss 
Barry’s Foreign School in Florence, Italy, 
and Northwestern University in Evan- 
ston, Ill., where she was affiliated with 
the Delta Delta Delta sorority. 

Commander Schumann was graduated 
from the U. S. Naval Academy in 1939. 
He commanded a Fighter Squadron in 
the Pacific during the past war and is now 
attached to the USS Coral Sea. 

The wedding is planned for early May. 

——9-—— 


Mr. and Mrs. William A. Murphy of 
Washington, D. C., have announced the 
engagement of their daughter, Marilyn 
Ruth, to Aviation Cadet Robert C. Wolf- 
kill, son of Mr. and Mrs. William Wolfkill 
of Hagerstown, Md. 

Miss Murphy attended Lebanon Valley 
College Conservatory of Music in Ann- 
ville, Pa. She is now employed by The 
Washington Post. 

Mr. Wolfkill, an alumnus of Bridge- 
water College in Virginia, is an air cadet 
at the Las Vegas, Nev., AFB. 

—_o-— 

Mr. and Mrs. Clyde L. Wolfe of Ber- 
nardsville, N. J., have announced the en- 
gagement of their daughter, Barbara, to 
Capt. Richard O. Kruger, son of Mrs. R. J. 
Kruger, also of Bernardsville. 

Miss Wolfe attended Ohio Northern 
University and is a graduate of the Barbi- 
zon School of Modeling, New York City. 
She has been employed at L. Bamberger 
& Co., Morristown, N. J. 

Captain Kruger served in Europe dur- 
ing the war and is now stationed at the 
Blue-Grass Ordnance Depot at Richmond, 


The wedding is planned for early May. 


—_Oo-—— 

A romance which began on the snow- 
clad slopes of the Iwahara ski resort in 
Japan was culminated in the tropical 
clime of the Philippines when Miss Jane 
Kennedy and Lt. Vincent H. McGovern, 
USAF, were married in the base chapel 
at Clark AFB 11 Feb. 

The Rev. Dr. Robert H. Whitaker of 
St. Andrew’s Theological Seminary, Que- 
zon City, conducted the nuptial mass 
which joined the bride, daughter of Col. 
and Mrs. Emile T. Kennedy of Clark 
AFB, and the bridegroom, son of Mrs. 
Gerald L. McGovern, of Springfield, N. J. 

The bride, who was given in marriage 
by her father, wore a white shadow or- 
gandy gown with sweetheart neckline, 
side peplums and a full skirt. Her finger- 
tip veil of white illusion was held by a 
caplet of matching organdy and flowers. 
White pointed and frilled wristlets added 
a demure touch, and a cascade bouquet 
of white orchids and satin ribands com- 
pleted the ensemble. 

Miss Kennedy, a true daughter of the 
Air Force, was born at Langley Field, Va. 
She completed two years at the University 
of California at Berkeley before accom- 
panying her parents overseas. 

The matron of honor was Mrs. Thomas 
B. Nash. 

The bridegroom, who is at present sta- 
tioned with the 3d Rescue Squadron at 
Yokota, Japan, has another year to serve 
on his present tour as operations officer 
for Flight “A.” Lt. McGovern served in 
Italy with the 15th Air Force during the 
last war, and received his pilot training 
at Stuttgart, Ark., in the South East 
Training Command. 

Best man for Lt. McGovern was a fellow 
officer, Lt. Harry C. Jeffers, who is sta- 
tioned at Misawa, Japan. 


—o— 

Mr. Roy E. Williams of Colorado 

Springs, Colo., has announced the mar 

riage of his daughter, Nita Jane, to Mr. 

David M. Ragan, son of Col. Perry CG 

Ragan, USA-Ret., and Mrs. Ragan, at 
(Continued on Next Page) 
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Weddings and Engagements 
(Continued from Preceding Page) 
Raton, N. M., on 4 Dec. The young couple 
are now at home at 202 West Cheyenne 

Road, Colorado Springs. 


——_o-—— 

Mr. and Mrs. S. Morrill MacDonald of 
Medford, Mass., announce the engage- 
ment of their daughter, Lois, to Mr. 
Richard David Walk, son of Col. and Mrs. 
Arthur Richard Walk of State College, 
Pa. 


Miss MacDonald is a graduate of the 
Fisher School and is now a student at 
Radcliffe College. Mr. Walk was gradu- 
ated from Princeton University with the 
class of 1942. He received his Master’s De- 
gree from the State University of Iowa 
and is now studying for his Doctor of 
Philosophy at Harvard University. Dur- 
ing the war he served with the Army in 
Europe. 


—o—— 

The engagement is announced of Mrs. 
George Hamilton Tompkins, daughter-in- 
law of Maj. Gen. and Mrs. William P. 
Tompkins, and Dr. Franklin Linwood 
Angell of Roanoke, Va. 

General and Mrs. Tompkins have a 
large circle of friends in the Capital City 
where the General was formerly sta- 
tioned. Since his retirement they have 
made their home in Richmond, Va. The 
wedding will take place in June. 

—o——_ 

Rear Adm. and Mrs. Lucien McKee 
Grant announce the marriage of their 
daughter, Mary Florence, to Capt. 
Charles Augustus Kelley, USAF, on 18 
Feb., at the Post Chapel, Wright-Patter- 
son AFB, Dayton, Ohio. Captain Kelley 
is the son of Mr. and Mrs. Frederick E. 
Kelley of Boston, Mass. 

The bride attended Georgetown Visi- 
tation Convent, Washington, D. C. and 
is a graduate of the University of Penn- 
sylvania, where she was a member of 
Kappa Alpha Theta Sorority. 

Captain Kelley attended Boston Uni- 
versity and is a graduate of Suffolk Law 
School of Boston. 

—_—o— 

Mr. and Mrs. Theodore Finley Williams 
announce the engagement of their daugh- 
ter, Laila Suellen, to Lt. Fred Grabow- 
sky, USMC, son of Mr. and Mrs. Kosrel 
Grabowsky of Paterson, N. J. 

Miss Williams attended George Wash- 
ington University. Lt. Grabowsky is a 
graduate of the U. S. Naval Academy, 
dass of 1949, ; 

The wedding will take place in the 
early fall. 





POSTS AND STATIONS 


& MARBO, GUAM. Approval has been ob- 
tained from CinCFE for Marbo’s enlisted 
men and officers to wear civilian clothes when 
off duty, Marbo commander, Maj. Gen. Rob- 
ert S. Beightler announced. 


= FT. GEO. G. MEADE, MD. The Second 
Army Area comprising military installations 
in Maryland, Delaware, Pennsylvania, Ohio, 
Kentucky, Virginia and West Virginia con- 
tributed a total of $79,060.41 to the 1950 
March of Dimes campaign just concluded. 
The funds have been forwarded to the Na- 
tional Foundation for Infantile Paralysis by 
Maj. K. S. Vandergrift who directed the 
Second Army effort. Appointed by Lt. Gen. 
L. T. Gerow, Second Army Commander, 
Major Vandergrift has directed the drives 
the past three years. 
In 1948 the contribution totaled $27,200.31, 
While in 1949 it went up to $51,453.91. The 
total gave an indication of what the 
average soldier man thinks about the March 
of Dimes. Ft. Knox, Ky., largest of Second 
Army installations led all contributors with 
$14,018.69 while the Army Chemical Center 
ft Maryland and Camp Campbell, Ky., trailed 
With $13,796.16 and $10,800.01. 


§ KINDLEY AFB, BERMUDA. Members of 
the Officers’ Wives Club met in an informal 
Social session at the Officers’ Club 24 Feb. 
Winners of first prize at bridge and canasta 
tespectively, were Mrs. Edwin T. Mims and 
Mrs. Max Light. Holders of the second high- 
®t scores were Mrs. Malcolm Seab, Mrs. 
Jack Merrell and Mrs. Donald Littleton. Mrs. 
lester Gaylord was the recipient of the door 
prize. 













S JOINT LONG BANGE PROVING 
GROUND BASE, COCOA, FLA. A Women's 
Club was recently organized here. Officers 
elected were: Mrs. W. W. Millard, President; 
Mrs. H. B. Hudiburg, Vice President; Mrs. 
Edwin Eads, :; Mrs. D. L. Schupp, 
Corresponding Secretary; Mrs. Bradford 
Evans, Treasurer; and Mrs. E. M. Brown, 
Assistant Treasurer. Honorary Presidents are 
Mrs. H. L. Turner, wife of the Commanding 
Officer of Advance Headquarters, Joint Long 
Rang 


Committees were appointed to plan for and 
promote welfare, charitable, social and spe- 
cial activities. Among these activities was 
the organization of a base nursery and estab- 
lishment of a welfare group. 


@ EFT. DIX, N. J. Col. William W. Brier 
was honored with a Regimental Review Fri- 
day, 24 Feb., upon his retirement. Immedi- 
ately after the review, a group of friends 
gathered in the Pine Room of the Officers’ 
Mess to see the Colonel presented with a 
flag of the Ninth Infantry Division by Maj. 
Gen. John M. Devine, Post Commander. 
Col. and Mrs. J. J. Dubbelde, jr., honored 
Colonel and Mrs. Brier with a cocktail party 
and buffet supper 26 Feb. Guests included: 
General and Mrs. Devine, Brig. Gen. and 
Mrs. W. L. Barriger, Col. and Mrs. James 
D. Brown, Col. and Mrs. Louis B. Rapp, Col. 
and Mrs. J. H. Cash, Col. and Mrs. N. J. 
Fooks, Col. and Mrs. George S. Beurket, Lt. 
William M. Whitesel, and Mrs. N. H. Judd. 


@ ARMY CHEMICAL CENTER, MD. 
Protestant church services here, Sunday, 
served a three-way purpose when the Army 
Chemical Center welcomed its new post 
chaplain, said good-bye to its old one who is 
going to Japan, and dedicated a set of memo- 
rial chimes in the chapel. 

Taking over as the new post chaplain is 
Maj. Clarence Q. Jones, who comes from 
the 5th Armored Division, Camp Chaffee, 
Ark. He replaces Chaplain Harmon D. 
Moore who is leaving to become the pastoral 
chaplain for General MacArthur’s headquar- 
ters in Tokyo. Chaplain Moore has served 
here for the past year. 


@ PHILADELPHIA, PA. After their day’s 
work, 22 officers and enlisted personnel of 
the Eastern Pennsylvania Military District 
will study Gregg Shorthand in classes to be 
held at Schuylkill Arsenal each Tuesday for 
15 Weeks, Capt. E. A. Sizer, Troop Informa- 
tion and Education Officer, EPMD, an- 
nounced. 

The following will be members of the class: 
Maj. Marcus F. Sauls, jr., Capt. Earl D. 
Harris, ist Lt. Andrew F. Traynor, M. Set. 
Carroll E. Atkinson, M. Sgt. Joseph Mc- 
Garrigle, Sgt. Ist Cl. Thomas W. Bush, ist 
Lt. Melba Duke, Sgt. 1st Cl. Charles S. 
Harris, Sgt. 1st Cl. Ernest A. Hagenmeyer, 
Sgt. ist Cl. James H. Langston, Sgt. ist 
Cl, John M. Lynch, Sgt. ist Cl. Frank J. 
Passarella, Sgt. 1st Cl. John V. Rodel, Sgt. 
1st Cl. Raymond H. Roecker, Sgt. 1st Cl. 
H. T. Turtle, Sgt. Ist Cl. George H. Vermil- 
yea, Sgt. Agazio F. Anello, Sgt. Frank R. 
Barker, Sgt. Alfred G. Curcio, Sgt. Stephen 
E. Hudak, Sgt. Joseph A. Tocci, and Corp. 
Floyd H. Klinetob. 


@ ANNAPOLIS, MD. Officers of the Naval 
Academy Class of 1930 and their wives met 
at the Officers’ Club last week-end for cock- 
tails and dinner. Those present were Capt. 
and Mrs. Carlton R. Adams, Capt. and Mrs. 
Dana B. Cushing, Gen. and Mrs. Fred D. 
Beans, Capt. and Mrs. Jack Dorsey, Capt. 
and Mrs. Harry B. Dodge, Capt. and Mrs. 
Ian C, Eddy, Capt. and Mrs. James H. How- 
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Posts and Stations 


(Continued from Preceding Page) 
ami, Comdr. and Mrs. Robert F. Lynch, Capt. 
and Mrs. H. H. Marable, Capt. and Mrs. 
Edward C. Renfro, and.Capt. and Mrs. Mc- 
Pherson B. Williams. 

Vice Admiral and Mrs. E. H. Bryant enter- 
tained at cocktails last Wednesday after- 
noon. 


@ SAN DIEGO, CALIF. San Diego’s young 
service set are anticipating the arrival of 
Lt. (jz) Robert Joseph Tartre, USN, and 
his attractive bride, who before her marriage 
on 18 Feb., was Miss Patricia Mason, daugh- 
ter of Comdr. Harry M. Mason, USN (Ret.), 
and Mrs. Mason of Bremerton, Wash. The 
Tartres will be the guests of the groom's 
parents, Capt. Jos. A. Tartre (DC), USN, 
and Mrs. Tartre, who with their daughter, 
Miss Joanne Tartre, flew north for the wed- 
ding ceremony. Miss Tartre served as the 
bride’s only attendant and the marriage was 
performed in the Chapel at the U. S. Naval 
Shipyard, Bremerton, where Lieutenant 
Tartre is presently stationed. A number of 
fnformal coyrtesies are being planned in 
honor of the visitors, who will stop here en 
route to the U. S. Naval Academy, Annapolis, 
where orders, already received, will take 
them for station. 

Most distinguished visitors of the past 
week were Rear Adm. C. A. Swanson, Sur- 
geon General of the Navy and Rear Adm. 
Bertram Groesbeck (MC), USN, who arrived 
for an tnspection of the area activities. Capt. 
and Mrs. Roger D. Mackey and Capt. and 
Mrs. W. F. James joined together to enter- 
tain the visitors and they Included medical 
officers and: their wives at this party which 
took place, first at the Naval Hospital quar- 
ters of the Jameses where cocktails were 
served, and last at the Mackey’s quarters 
where a buffet supper was enjoyed. 


@ BARKSDALE AFB, LA. The Women's 
Club was given a glimpse into the past, 
present and future In women's fashions at 
a style show given last week. Mrs. Charles 
Adams was in charge of the style show and 
was assisted by Mrs. George R. Podwolsky. 
Mrs. William R. Yancey was chairman for 
arrangements for the luncheon that preceded 
the show. Her decorating committee was 
Mrs. Robert D. Elliott, Mrs. R. R. MoCrery, 
Mrs. Arthur J, Walker, Mrs. Charies S. 
Overstreet, Mrs. Odell E. Stone, and Mrs. 
William J. Meng. 

Hostesses for the style show were: Mrs. 
George Wyman, Mrs. J. S. Durakov, Mrs. 
Robert D. Whittington, Mrs. C. D. Moore, 
Mrs. C. G. Stowe, and Mrs. J. D. Motyle. 
Models for the style show were Mrs. Roland 
O. S. Akre, Mrs. John C. Moak, Mrs. Dominic 
DeLise, Mrs, Jack E. Cunningham, Mrs. 
George Podwolksy, Mrs. Charles Holstein, 
Mrs. William Spiller, Mrs. John S‘ Fenton, 
Mrs. George L. Danforth, Mrs. Morton Ed- 
wards, and Mrs. Charles Dalton. 


@ ABERDEEN PBOVING GROUND, MD. 
The regular bi-weekly meeting of the Offi- 
cers’ Wives Bridge Club was held 21 Feb. 
Mrs. John M. Stark and Mrs. Spencer Noble 
were hostesses. 

Winners of the nine prizes were: Mrs. 
Chester A. Hibbert, Mrs. George W. Gruber, 
Mrs. Charles R. Norris, Mrs. George M. 
Schoeberl, Mrs. Harry Steinberg, Mrs. Earl 





M. Shine, Mrs. Charlies Wenner. Mrs. R. K. 
Haskell and Mrs. Chester W. Clark. 

Other guests included Mrs. George H. 
Perkins, Mrs. A. J. Treier, Mrs. Samuel 
Aurit, Mrs. Robert S. Keith, Mrs. William 


Dicktenmuller, Mrs. Alden P. 
K. E. Jurgens, Mrs. W. H. Sparrow, 
Lois Lally, Mrs. M. D. Finn, Mrs. A. A. 
Sadler, Mrs. Henry T. de Rosa, and Mrs. 
R. L. Dickenson. 


@ SENDAI, JAPAN. In celebration of the 
third Birthday of IX Corps Officers’ Wives 
Club, 85 ladies gathered for a delightful 
luncheon recently. The meeting was pre 
sided over by the president, Mrs. 
wife of Lt. Col. Geo. ‘E. Levings. Reports 
were given and Mrs. Levings then presented 
the honorary president, Mrs. Hobbs, wife 
of the Commanding General IX Corps, Maj. 
Gen. Leland S. Hobbs, with a very old and 
beautiful sake washer and a silver tray, in- 
scribed ‘‘Presented to Lucy D. Hobbs — 
honorary president 1949-1950. From the mem- 
bers of Officers’ Wives Club, Sendai, Japan."’ 

A delightful program was given by the 
leading Japanese hair dresser of Sendai. 
Using Japanese gifls, gaily dressed in 
kimonos for models, she demonstrated three 
of the hair styles that years ago were used 


daily by the women of Japan but now only j 


on festive occasions. 


& FT. HAMILTON, N. Y. The Officers’ 
Wives Club held their monthly tea 16 Feb. 
Mrs. H. E. Pizatti and Mrs. G. E, McCreary 
were the hostesses for the day. 

On 24 Feb., the Armed Forces Junior 
Assembly held their regular monthly formal 
hop. Mrs. Paul F. Yount, wife of the Com- 
manding General, NYPE,-was instrumental 
in inaugurating these hops for the sons and 
daughters of all officers In the Metropolitan 
Area. Senior hosts and hostesses were Brig. 
Gen. and Mrs. Paul F. Yount and Col. and 
Mrs. George H. Bare of Ft. Hamilton. Junior 
hosts and hostesses were Miss Sally Wimsett 
and Mr. Robert O’Brien of Mitchel AFB, 
and Miss Florence Pfeffer and Mr. Donald 
Rudolph of Ft. Hamilton. 


@ NOEBFOLK, VA. Rear Adm. Frank H. 
Kelley, USN (Ret.), and Mrs. Kelley sailed 
last week on the USS Anderson for Guam 
where they will be the guests of Comdr. 
Frederick Scherberger, USN (Ret.), and Mrs. 
Scherberger. 

Capt. and Mrs. Millison B. Gornto and 
children, Sandra and Harry, formerly of 
Norfolk, have arrived in Tokyo, Japan, 
where Captain Gornto was ordered for duty. 

The wives of LSMR naval officers enter- 
tained 23 Feb. at their monthly luncheon. 
Hostesses for the day were: Mrs. J. J. Bach- 
man and Mrs. J. W. Montgomery. The 
guests included Mrs.yH. L. Lane, Mrs. E. E. 
Buckwalter, Mrs. C. F. Heime, Mrs. C. D. 
Reutter, Mrs. M. V. Cornetta, Mrs. C. R. 
Jessup, Mrs. P. A. Murray, Mrs. J. E. Wood- 
fin, Mrs. M. A. Ricker and Mrs. T. F. Byrnes. 


@ FT. MYER, VA. The Officers’ Club was 
the scene of the Woman’s Club luncheon- 
bingo party, 23 Feb. Mrs. Thompson and 
Mrs. Barten, as departing members, were 
each presented with a gardenia corsage. 
Prizes for bingo were won by Mrs. Omar 
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for 
reassignment. He will accompanied by his 
wife, Mrs. Alice C. Passell. Pending reassign- 
ment Colonel Passell’s address will be 1239 
Waller Ave., Chicago, Il. 


© MATHER AFB, CALIF. Mrs. Caroline E. 
Peterson of Honolulu was guest speaker at 
the first business luncheon meeting of the 
new board of the Women’s Club. Mrs. Henry 
J. Schmidt, newly elected president, presided. 
at the meeting. Among others attending this 
event were Mesdames William M. Garland, 
Alan F. Adams, John J. Lenarcic, Richard 
H. Lynch, Bernard J. Regan, Victor W. 
Fandrich, Jack D. Mayo, Charles W. 
Woolam, and James B. Walker. Mrs. Carl B. 
McDaniel is honorary President of this 
group. 


@ BROOKE ARMY MEDICAL CENTER, 
TEX. A five-day meeting of ORC instruc- 
tors from the six Army areas ended 24 Feb., 
with closing remarks on ORC training prob- 
lems by Maj. Gen. Joseph I. Martin, Col. 
Joseph G. Cocke, from Army Field Forces 
Headquarters, and Lt. Col. J. M. Gracie, 
from the Office of the Surgeon General of 
the U. S. Army, Washington, D. C. 

Purpose of the Army-wide conference, 
attended by approximately 50 instructors in 
addition to the mumerous speakers and 
faculty members of Medical Field Service 
School, was to acquaint the visitors with the 
current training plans for Medical Depart- 
ment reservists and the educational facilities 
available at the school. 


@ MONTEREY, CALIF. Results of the 
March of Dimes Campaign held at the Naval 
School, General Line, were turned in to the 
Director of Welfare at Treasure Island 20 
Feb., with the transfer of $266.50 which was 
collected from all personnel of the school. 


@ SEATTLE, WASH. The Armed Forces 
Advisory Committee—the only such group 
tim the nation-—were guests of the Command- 
ing General of the Seattle Port of Embarka- 
tion, Brig. Gen. Fenton S. Jacobs, at a 


Forces Advisory Committee in Seattle was 
initiated last December, at the request of 
the Secretary of Defense, Louis Johnson. 


@ ARMY MEDICAL CENTER. Six dental 
officers at the Army Medical Center, Wash- 
ington, D. C., will present table clinics to 
members of dental profession attending the 
Postgraduate Clinic, District of Columbia's 
Dental Society, 13 March. Walter Reed Gen- 
eral Hospital’s dental service is represented 
by the following officers and clinics: Lt. 
Col. William H. Day, “Cases Implicating 
Orthodontics’’; Lt. Col. Herman H. Kothe, 
“A Comparison of Various Methods of 
Roentgenography’’; Lt. Col. Paul A. Miller, 
“‘Remounting Fabricated Dentures in the 
of Correcting 
Col. Alfred E. 
Toye, ‘‘Peridontal Studies’; Maj. George H. 
Moulton, ‘Establishing Occlusal Harmony in 
Fixed Restorations." 

Lt. Col. John S. Oartel of Army Medical 
Department Research and Graduate School's 
Dental Division, will present ‘“‘Clinic Diag- 
nostic Aids in the Dental Office.”’ 


@ SAN FRANOISOO, CALIF. An informal 
dinner party was held at the Presidio of 
San Francisco of Col. and Mrs. 
Samuel Browning on 16 Feb. Guests of 
honor were Mr. Harry Davidson of Bronx- 
ville, N. Y., father of the Sixth Army Chief 
of Staff. Brig. Gen. Garrison H. Davidson, 
Mrs. C. M. Gruenther, mother of Mrs. David- 
son and Lt. Col. and Mrs. Preston Mayson 
who are on orders for Germany. Colonel 
Browning is the transportation officer for 
Sixth Army. 

Thirty-three guests enjoyed a Valentine 
Tea at the Presidio of San Francisco Quar- 
ters of Colonel and Mrs. C. V. Cadwell. 
Guest of Honor was Mrs. Mabel Cadwell, 
mother of Colonel Cadwell, who is visiting 
the Presidio from her home in Arcadia, Calif. 
Colonel Cadwell Sixth Army Provost 
Marshal. 


. 


@ KINDLEY BERMUDA. A farewell 
luncheon was held by the Officers’ Wives 
Club on Valentine’s Day, honoring Mrs. 


Lawrence Brooks, who with Colonel Brooks 


is shortly returning to the states after a 
three-year tour of duty spent in Bermuda. 
Preceding the luncheon Mrs. Clyde Ray, 
wives’ club president, speaking on behalf of 
the club, presented Mrs. Brooks with a 
sterling card tray in grateful appreciation 
of the intrinsic value of her association with 
the group. 

Mrs. Robert Aitken, one of the two women 
members of the Colonial Parliament of Ber- 











muda, delivered the principal address before 
60 members of the wives’ club assembly. 


@ CHANUTE AFB, ILL. David Escobar, 
a graduate student of the University of Dli- 
nois, was a guest speaker at the regular 
luncheon meeting of the Officers’ Wives Club 
on 2 March. He spoke on life in Guatemala, 
Hostesses for the day included Mesdames 
William McGarity, Robert V. Wollard, Roger 
Jones, Mark Hall, Wendell Hutchinson and 
Frances Vaughan. 


@ KOKURA, JAPAN. The widow and seven 
orphans of Sgt. 1/Cl. George E. Ball, who 
was killed in December when struck by a 
train near Ozuke, will soon receive a check 
for at least $1,000 as a testimonial from her 
late husband's comrades in the 24th Recon- 
naisance Company. Capt. John A. Kearn, 
commander of the company, said the fund 
Was a spontaneous pay-day development. 
—_ Ball lives at 262 E. ist St., Oswego, 


8 CAMP HOOD, TEX. The ladies of the 
12th Armored Infantry Battalion were enter. 
tained with a get-together in the quarters 
of Mrs. W. O. Woodard, 17 Feb. Mrs. 
Woodard had as her co-hostesses Mrs. A. A. 
Morris and Mrs. W. F. Gent. h prize in 
bridge was won by Mrs. Charles E. Swanson, 
and in canasta by Mrs. T. Lynch. 

Capt. and Mrs. Charles H. Rice had as 
their guest, Captain Rice’s father, Col. 
Charles H. Rice (Ret.), Colonel Rice had 
visited in San Antonio and was en route to 
his home in California. 

A fund-raising rummage sale was held by 
the Parent-Teachers’ Association at the 
Hood Village Community Center 2 March. 
Mrs. Dorothy Bozarth, chairman of the com- 
mittee, Mrs. Barbara Burch, Mrs. Peggy 
Patterson, and Mrs. Myra Woodard col- 
lected quantities of men’s, women’s and chil- 
dren's clothing, including hats, shoes and 
purses which were on sale. 


® VANCE AFB, OKLA. One hundred and 
forty-two members attended the monthly 
meeting of the Officers’ Womans Club, 14 
Feb. Mrs. Leland Rogers, vice-president, pre- 
sided at the meeting in the absence of the 
president, Mrs. Tom Scott. 

Twenty-four new members and two guests 
were introduced to the club. Hostesses for 
the Valentine luncheon were Mrs. Glenn 
Dill, Mrs. Joseph J. Kozina, Mrs. Dorce 
D. Lunsford, Mrs. William R. Werb, and 
Mrs. Allen T. Watts. The door prize was 
won by Mrs. Joseph Kozina. 


@ OSAKA, JAPAN. Capt. Jennings B. 
Smith, recruiting officer, has reported that 
about 89 per cent of the 25th Infantry Di- 
vision men eligible to return to the States in 
January re-enlisted to fill thelr own vacan- 
cies. It was, he said, the highest percentage 
of re-enlistments for a single month during 
the Division’s more than four years of 
occupation duty in Japan. Of 38 eligibles, 
34 enlistments were recorded. 


S LOWRY AFB, COLO. Catholic and 
Protestant choirs are beginning work on spe 
cial Easter music. The Catholic choir is un- 
der the direction of Tech. Sgt. Everhard 
B. C. Carl; the Protestant choir is under 
the direction of Capt. Frederick L. King. 


@ BAMEY AFB, P. B. Garrison member 
here received a rare treat recently when 128 
dancers and singers came to the base to en 
tertain and be entertained. The visitors, un- 
der direction of Srta. Mercedes Sanz of 
Madrid, Spain, featured ‘‘Los Coros y Las 
Danzas de Espana—songs and dances of 
Spain. 

Maj. Jose Castro, Base Intelligence Off- 
cer, handled arrangements for the group's 
appearance at Ramey. This was made pos 
sible through his coordination with Senor 
Pablo Ubarri Soriano, Spanish Counselor to 
Puerto Rico. The group was escorted from 
San Juan to Ramey and back by Mr. Albert 
Seidl, Civilian Club representative; Sgt 
Marvin Dusek, Officers’ Club steward; Sgt. 
Charlie Shelton, NCO Club steward; Cpl. 
Edward Calabello, Service Club host; Cpl. 
Miguel Gonzalez, interpreter and Sgt. Jack 
McDonald, public relations representative. 


@ ROBINS AFB, GA. ‘‘The General's Lady 
Ariene,”’ in honor of Mrs. R. V. Ignico, wife 
of the Command General of Warner Robins 
Air Materiel Area, was the name given t 
a prize-winning camellia at the Middle 
Georgia Camellia Show in Macon, 19 Feb. 
This was shown Mrs. Ignico be 
cause of her great love for flowers, espe 
cially camellias. Ever since her arrival at this 
installation four years ago, Mrs. Ignico has 


enthusiastically encouraged the propagatios— 


of this beautiful flower which is said to grow 
more luxuriantly in middle Georgia than is 
any other section of our country. Attending 
Mrs. Ignico as ladies in waiting during the 
elaborate ceremony were the wives of sit 
officers of Robins AFB: Mrs. William CG 
Sams, Mrs. Howard A. Moody, Mrs. Harty 
D. Simmons, Mrs. Ronald H. Short, Mm 
Ralph M. Fawcett, and Mrs. Arthur C 


Perry. 
(Continued on Next Page) 
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Posts and Stations 
(Continued from Preceding Page) 

@ SPOKANE AFB, WASH. Over 40 wives of 
officers newly arrived here were entertained 
at two Newcomers’ Coffees held at the home 
of Mrs. Clifford H. Rees, wife of the base 
commander. These coffees are held each 
month by the club for the purpose of hav- 
ing newcomers get acquainted with club 
members and activities. Mrs. Homer Puder- 
baugh and Mrs. McLyle Zumwalt are chair- 
men in charge of the arrangements. 


@ STUTTGART, GERMANY. Capt. Edith 
M. Mercer, Chief Nurse of the hospital, re- 
cently attended a party at Heidelberg, given 
for Lt. Col. Louise Fitzgerald, who is retir- 
ing from the service as Chief Nurse, EUCOM 
Medical Division. First Lt. Margaret Pritch- 
ard, ANC, recently has joined the nursing 
staff of the hospital for a short period of 
active duty. She is the wife of Lt. John M. 
Pritchard, 585th Ordnance MAM Company. A 


new arrival of the 11th Field Hospital is 
Capt. Jane Isler, ANC. 
8 WURZBURG, GERMANY. Col. Burns 


Beall, deputy post commander of the Wurz- 
burg Military Post, will return to the States 
for retirement early in March. He is a 
veteran of over 33 years’ service. 

BS McANDREW AFB, NEWFOUNDLAND. 
The post shower for Mrs. Al Lofchie, held 
3 Feb. in the quarters of Mrs. Harold H. 
Smith, was motivated by the birth of baby 
Georganne, born 17 Dec. 

Ladies present were: Mmes. Walter Col- 
lins, Joseph Bowen, Stephen Roman, Eugene 
Bartosik, Ned Thompson, John J. Powers, 
James R. Smith, Thomas A. Painter, James 
E. Mills, Thad W. Yeargin, Paul McGee, 
Herbert R. Montena, Gorden L. Mueller, 
Frank Just, Robert Berg, William Davis, 
Ralph Pearlstein, James J. Hicks, Harry 
Vermillion and the hostess. 


& MAXWELL AFB, ALA. Final figures on 
donations to the 1950 March of Dimes cam- 
paign in the Air University Command dis- 
closed today a total of $5,986.59. which ex- 
ceeds the total amount of donations for the 
preceding year by more than $3,500.00. To- 
tal collections for the current year for Max- 
well AFB, Ala., were $3.647.36; Craig AFB, 
Ala., $1,461.54; and Tyndall AFB, Fia., 
$877.69; making a grand total of $5,986.59. 


& CHATHAM AFB, GA. Winners in the re- 
cent exhibition of crazy hats modeled by the 
members of the Officers’ Wives Club were 
Mrs. P. H. Kramer, Mrs. J. D. Tillman, 
Mrs. G. R. Sullivan and Mrs. C. H. Lemback. 
Judges were Col William E. Eubank, Lt. Col. 
Frank L. Luschen and Lt. Sidney J. Rork. 
Mrs. James E. Newman and Mrs. James 
E. Knapp poured tea and Mrs. Euin N. Guinn 
assisted in serving. Earlier in the afternoon, 
installation of officers was conducted by Mrs. 
Frederic Glantzberg at an impressive candle- 
light ceremony. 
Mrs. Bernard V. Ogas was in charge of 
arrangements. The committee assisting her 
included Mrs, William Murphy, Mrs. John 
Murphy, Mrs. Coney Allgood, Mrs. August 
Hannibal, II, Mrs. Samuel B. McGowan, Mrs. 
Vero Hunter, Mrs. Royce Ainsworth, Mrs. 
Euan N. Guinn, Mrs, Leman M. Herridge 
and Mrs. Harry L. McLaughlin. 


§ MITCHEL AFB, N. Y. Lt. Col. John E. 
Frizen, assistant Director of the USAF Air 
University’s Communications and Electronics 
Staff Officers’ School, Gunter AFB, Ala., said 
last week the officers of the 3d Airways and 
Air Communications Service Provisional 
Wing, greatly impressed him by their sin- 
cerity and enthusiasm for the Air Force 
Reserve Program in which they’re engaged. 
Colonel Frizen and his staff, representing 
the Air University’s Director, Col. Harold 
W. Grant, were welcomed here by Col. 
Charles W. Gordon, Commanding Officer of 
the 18024 AACS Group, a division of the 
Military Air Transport Service and Lt. Col. 
Robert Donovan, Deputy Commander of the 
34 AACS Provisional Wing which takes 
Corollary Training with the 1802d one week- 
end a month. 



























§' CAMP GORDON, GA. Impressive cere- 
Monies at The Military Police School 
honored 235 members of the Armed Forces 
Who graduated there last week. Four gradu- 
ating classes representing officers and en- 
listed personnel of the Army, Navy, WAC, 
tr Force, and Marine Corps were sent on 
heir way to posts and assignments all over 
he world after a graduating speech by Brig. 
fn. H. G. Maddox, commanding general. 
Ceremonies began with General Maddox’s 
Mspection of a 60-man honor guard that was 
Hormed in front of flag guards representing 
mM states. The three officers’ military police 
Masses and one enlisted class ther passed 
h review before General Maddox and Col. 
William H. Maglin, commandant of the MP 
hool. Music for the occasion was provided 
by the 336th Army band of Oliver General 
Hospital. 


OKINAWA. Brig. Gen. John H. Hinds 
as assumed duties of Deputy Military Gov- 
Mor of the Ryukyus islands, succeeding 
Brig. Gen. Harry B. Sherman, who has been 


assigned as Deputy Commanding General of 
the Ryukyus Command. General Hinds is a 
graduate of the U. S. Military Academy, 
Class of 1918. He served in both World War 
I and II, in the latter with the 2d Infantry 
Division. 


@ FT. EUSTIS, VA. Lt. Gen. Manton S. 
Eddy, Commandant, Command and General 
Staff School, Ft. Leavenworth, Kans., and 
a group of senior officers from that Service 
School visited here 2 March to observe the 
operation of the Transportation School, its 
techniques and methods, and the tactical and 
general staff instruction. 

A bridge 
by the Officers’ Wives Club raised a total 
of $116.34 for the March of Dimes. The 
money was raised from the sale of cakes 
baked by members and from other contribu- 
tions. Mrs. Walter J. Muller, wife of the 
Post Commander, drew the names of the 
winners of the door prizes. Mrs. L. H. Hern- 
don won first prize—a cake decorated and 
donated by Mrs. G. R. Stickney. Mrs. A. F. 
Richards won the second prize—a fluffy toy 
dog made and donated by Mrs. R. V. Perry. 
Mrs. M. H. Lucas and Mrs. R. V. Hale were 
in charge of the program, assisted by Mrs. 
D. W. Wright, Mrs. J. P. Henry, Mrs. H. L. 
Jones, Mrs. H. B. Donahue, Mrs. H. H. Butt, 
Mrs. C. L. Humphrey, Mrs. M. J. Peters, 
and Mrs. F. L. Jepson. 


@ NEWPORT, R.I. In spite of a fractured 
arm, Governor Paul A. Dever of Mass. came 
from Boston to attend the first reunion of 


and canasta party given recently | 


naval officers who served at Argentia, New- 
foundland, during the recent war. The re- 
union, on 26 Feb., was attended by officers 
from Washington, New York and other 
places. Comdr. William J. Bivins, USN, of 
the General Line School was in charge of 
arrangements. 

Mrs. J. M. Blakeman of the Navy Wives’ 
Group of the General Line School enter- 
tained at luncheon at the Hotel Viking, New- 
port, 22 Feb., with bridge following. On the 
following day, a group of 21 wives from one 
of the General Line School sections was en- 
tertained by Mrs. J. H. Hillesheim at a lunch- 
eon, which was followed by a fashion show 
of spring hats. 


@ ANDREWS AFB, MD. A Valentine lunch- 
eon was held 14 Feb. by the Officers’ Wives 
Club. A short meeting was presided over by 
Mrs. J. O. Friedman, vice president in the 
absence of Mrs. J. O. Kolb, president. The 
new by-laws for the club were presented and 


passed. The by-laws were drawn up by the 
following advisors and special committee 
with Mrs. E. W. Wigman acting as chair- 
man: Mrs. S. D. Grubbs, Mrs. W. W. Jones, 
Mrs. Julius Kolb, Mrs. C. V. Haynes, Mrs. 
Harold Wilson, Mrs. Vincent Gookin, and 


Mrs. John Kimberlin. 


@ SAN ANTONIO, TEX. The officers and 
ladies of the General Depot honored Col. 


and Mrs. John Hill Carruth, 21 Feb., with 
a cocktail party and buffet supper. The 
occasion celebrated Colonel Carruth’s ap- 


proaching retirement from the Army after 
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more than 35 years of service. Colonel Car- 
ruth was graduated from the U. S. Military 
Academy in the Class of 1914, and is cur- 
rently the Engineer Supply Officer at the 
Depot. 





@ HAMILTON AFB, CALIF. Units of the 
Fourth Air Force throughout western 
United States responded to the appeal of the 
National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis 
by contributing $12,612.15 to the current 
March of Dimes Campaign. Leading the 
totals was Hamilton AFB, Calif., with 
$6,278.18, followed closely by the 325th 
Fighter Wing (AW) at Moses Lake, Wash., 
with $3,049.73. McChord AFB, Wash., was 
third with $1,882.37. 

Other units and their donations are: 25th 
Air Division, Everett, Wash., $747.05: the 
2347th AFRTC, Long Beach, Calif., $540.17; 
and the 2343d AFRTC, Portland, Oreg., con- 
tributing $114.65. 


@ PERRIN AFB, TEX. Mrs. Norton S. 
Steppleton was elected president of the Offi- 
cers’ Wives Club at the monthly luncheon 
recently, attended by 154 members. Other 
officers named were: Mrs. Ross P. Hannah, 
vice-president; Mrs. Robert Hickey, treas- 
urer; Mrs. F. P. Markle, corresponding secre- 
tary; Mrs. L. C. Renaud, recording secre- 
tary. 
(Please turn to Page 722) 
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ALABAMA DIST. OF COLUMBIA (Cent.) NEW YORK (Cont.) 
MARION INSTITUTE SULLIVAN SCHOOL WEE ee 
MARIO N, ALABAMA [ntensive preparation for Annapolis, West Point, STANTON 


Accredited four-year High School and Junior Col- 
Special department for prepeest for An- 


lege. 
napolis and West Point. Senior R.O.T.C. unit. 
Sports. Mild climate, central Alabama. 1!08th year. 


Write for catalog. 
Col. J. T. Murfee, President, Box J, Marion, Alabama 








Montgomery 5, Alabama 

Founded 1887 Military 
Accredited at West Point and Annapolis 

Grades 1 through 12. Excellent library and laboratories. 
B program of athletics. Thorough individual 
instruction in fundamentals in small classes. Ten hours 
weekly individual instruction. School buses daily to 
Maxwell Field. 

Col. J. M. Vanderford, Supt. 








ARIZONA 








Coast Guard Academy and all colleges. 1949 students 
won first Navy Presidential; first and second and 
eleven of top thirteen Army Presidenttals. Advanced 
course West Point begins March 20, 19. 

Wendell E. Bailey, grad. U.S.N.A. onal Principal 
Bex J. 2107 Wyoming Ave.. Washington 8 D. C. 








PREPARATORY ACADEMY 


CORNWALL, N. Y. 
Col. H. G. Stanton, Graduate, West Point; former 
seotepeter and Asst. Prof., U.8S.M.A., West Poim, 




















GEORGIA 
MILITARY 


GEORGI ACADEMY 


8 miles from Atlanta—Fine, equable climate. 
Many cultural advantages—accredited. 

Courses of study. College and West Point—Annapolis 
Prep Jr. College, 2-year courses in Bus. Adm. for high 
school grads. Post Grad. course to strengthen founda- 
tion for college. Junior school. A separate department 
for young boys. Athletics. Expert coaches develop teams 
in major sports. Home life. Cadets live in small groups 
with their teachers. For Catalog address: Col. W. P. 
Brewster, College Park, Ga. 





JUDSON SCHOOL For Boys 


Arizona ranch schcol with ae scholastic standing in 
warm, dry climate. Riding, polo, tennis, swimming, 
trips. Balanced schedule of studies and recreation. Boys 
6 to 18. College accredited. Booklet. Accommodations 
are available at the school for boys during the summer 
as well as throughout the school year. Wick and 


J. D. Field, Directors, Box 1431, Phoenix, Arizona. 








CALIFORNIA 


MT. LOWE MILITARY ACADEMY 


Expert Supervision 

Accredited Academie Training 

Jr. Military — Cadet ‘Unit Approved by State 

Adjutant General 

Athletic & Recreational Activities 

$85 Per Month 
Altadena, Calif. SY 4-5072 
Maj. J. H. Dargin, President 








803 W. Palm St. 
Dept. A 








DIST. OF COLUMBIA 








COLUMBIAN PREPARATORY, Est. 1969 


Formerly also known Puhl’s and as Schadinann’s. 
One-year individualized repesesien. for all Service Acad- 
emies. 0% muccess 1949 full-time West Point com- 
petitive and Naval rve candidates. Scholarship re- 
funds to high-ranking Presidential candidates. 3-yr. 
record: 86% wun appointments Annapolis; 
Point; 67% Coast Guard Academy. Summer Course. 
Box A, 181! Biltmore Street. Washington 9, D. C. 








THESE SCHOOLS 
Invite requests for catalogue 
and information. In writing 
kindly mention The Journal. 























THE WEST POINT PREPARATORY COURSE 


Cornwali, New York 
Devoted exclusively to correspondence courses preparing 
candidates for 
WEST POINT and ANNAPOLIS 
without interruption to present schooling or occupation. 
95% of ners completing our course were successful 
949 entrance examinations. 


COLONEL HAROLD P. TASKER, USA, (RET.), 
DIRECTOR 








SOUTH CAROLINA 


























MISSOURI 
WENTWORTH Develops manly men through cultivation of 
physical, mental, spiritual qualities. Small 
classes. Pre-aviation course. Boys from 20 
YR. HIGH SCHUOL and Separate 2 YR. COLLEGE ” 
ROTC. ail folie accredited 68th year $100.00 dis- | States. All sports. Cadet Band. Non-sec- 
count to active ae 2 fficers. Cer of Amneaten. — tarian. Also sub-freshman dept. 7th-8th 
Scholastic Bldgs. arge gym. ndoor poo! tadium. * ¥ = 
a sports. Home of ee ee, esas grades. Rates $690. Catalog on request. 
ramatics. C.A.A. flying iding. 0. 5 acres— 
beautiful “campus — airport — Country Club. Summer Col. Jas. F. Risher, Headmaster, Bamberg, S. C. 
School. CATALOG. Write— 
Col. J. M. Sellers, 1530 Washington Place, Lexington, Mo. 
VIRGINIA 
NEW YORK 











THE BRADEN SCHOOL 


Cornwall-on-Hudson, New York 
Preparation for West Point, 


Annapolis, and leading colleges. 


LT. GERALD J. SULLIVAN, RET., Principal 
H. VINCENT VAN SLYKE, Executive 











FORK UNIOW 


MILITARY ACADEMY 
IN THE HEART OF VIRGINIA 
Very best environment, fully: accredited. 
R.O.T.C. Highest War Dept. rating, distin- 
guished clientele, moderate rates. 








MANLIUS 
Accredited college preparatory and 8th 
grade. Military ROTC. Ski platoon. Tu- 
torial assistance included. Close supervision 
of study. Students grouped by scholastic 
ability. Fall, winter, spring sports. 125 acre 
campus. For ‘‘Tutorial Method” and cata- 
log, address: 
ROBERT N. WEEKS, Dir. of Admissions, 
MANLIUS SCHOOL, MANLIUS, N. Y. 





Dr. J. C. Wicker, Box J, Fork Union. Virginia 
MILITARY 


STAUNTON acavemy 


Distinguished academic record. Suc- 
cessfully prepares oo for vey 
Fully accredited. Business courses in- 
cluded in curriculum. Thorough mili- 
tary training develops posture, poise, 
self-reliance. ROTC unit. Army’s 
highest rating. Intramural athletics. 
Varsity teams excel. 
record. Separate Junior — 
7th & 8th Grades. Catalo 

Sup’t., Box W-3, Staunton, Virginia 
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hon Orders 
(Continued from Page 705) 

Capt C K Guirey, Inf. 

1st Lt T L McMinn, jr, Inf. 

WOJG I M Mackay. 

1st Lt W C Powers, Inf. 


PROMOTED— 
To Captain 
1st Lt C A Sulkowski 


APPOINTED— 
2d Lieutenants 
P C Bowser, Ord Dept W W Gilleland, Inf 
C G Ferguson, FD FS Klein, Inf 
H C Henkhaus, jr J B Hatch, Cav 
C R French, QMC J W Ekey, CE 
J A Bryan, Cmi C J F Exley, Inf 
RA Lettas, Sig C JP Dobbins, FA 
J H Davis, CAC D J Opitz, Inf 
FS Jones, Sig C E F Bauer, Inf 
W E Franklin, QMC W M Perry, CE 
G B Harvey, jr, FD J J Cassidy, CE 
H J Nachtsheim, jr, C W Cadrechea, Inf 
Inf W L Brown, Cav 
G W Weider, FA J C Rives, CE 
W H Drisko, Inf C E Apple, Sig C 
G W Curran, Inf H S Hover, jr 


R Perry, Inf 
Warrant Officers (JG) 
C Bradley Capt H W Funke 
M Carlson Capt M J Hazam 
‘hesel Capt C GIrvin 

1st Lt I Curtis 
Capt H O Kilby, jr 
2d Lt P W Tirado 
2d Lt W E Tauscher 
1st Lt W D Savage 
Capt W M Preston 
1st Lt OT! Powell 
Capt P M O'Dea 
1st Lt W D Moore 
1st Lt G K Milde 
1st Lt J J Mawn 
1st Lt R A Maloney 


L Whitmer 

O Williams 
1st Lt R J Arthur 
1st Lt P H Blum 
1st Lt R X Bowman 
Capt J W Coyle, jr 
Capt J H Evans, jr 


SQUMrOVera 
SPADE 
7 
3 
3 


TRANSFERRED— 
To Air Force 

WOJG C R Derr. 
Capt M A Patterson, AMC. 
Capt D H Koonce, MC. 
1st Lt N B Power, ANC. 
Capt M H Waters, ANC, 
Capt DN Vivian, MC. 
Capt S M Pollock, ANC. 


DISCHARGES— 

1st Lt Prentice E Whitlock, CAC, Title I, 
PL 810, 80th Congress. 

Capt Constance C Collins, ANC, Par 26 b 
AR 40-2. 


AUS SEPARATIONS— 

1st Lt Francis Regis Flack, Inf. 

Lt Col Lee James Best, FA, Sec 515 (d) PL 
381, 80th Congress. 

Lt Col Percy Morse, Ord Dept, Sec 515 
(d) PL 381, 80th Congress. 

Maj William Murray, Leffingwell, GSC, Sec 
515 (d) PL 381, 80th Congress. 

2d Lt Agatha Rosemary Elgin, ANC, Par 
26 b AR 40-20. 

Capt Ted R Blackwell, AGD, Sec 515 (d), 
PL 381, 80th Congress. 

2d Lt Stephen Sanders, Ord Dept, Sec 515 
(ad), PL 381, 80th Congress. 

Lt Col Carroll Eckel Krichbaum, MC, Par 
5 SR 135-175-4. 
ADVANCED ON THE RETIRED LIST— 

To Major 
WOJG E H Stevenson 
Yo Captain 
M/Sgt F Robbins M/Sgt C B Busbin 
To Ist Lieutenant 
M/Sgt .« Rodgers 
To Warrant Officer (JG) 

M/Sgt C Pick 
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| ENLISTED MEN RETIRED— 


M/Segt H B Truex 
Cpl T Versosa 
M/Sgt C M Clark 
M/Sgt J T Hodgkiss 
M/Sgt V H Malone 
M/Sgt E R O'Dell 
M/Sgt W S Sirk 

Sgt 1/C1G E Hamill 
Sgt 1/Cl T Ortega 
M/Sgt R O Byrd 
M/Segt R L Janes 
Sgt 1/Cl W R Dudman 
Sgt 1/Cl F Fister 
M/Sgt A G Tausiani 
M/Sgt B R Wilburn 
M/Sgt A H Jackson 
M/Sgt M E Ristaino 
M/Sgt R Taylor 


M/Sgt J E Beland 

M/Sgt J Bonacasa 

M/Sgt H Halliwell 

M/Sgt C C Jackson 

Sgt 1/Cl EG Lytle 

Cpl J Brown 

Cp! H E Daugherty 

M/Sgt M J Johnson 

Cpl M Monson 

Pfe C E Lutzinger 

Pvt F J Fugatt 

Pvt R J Light 

M/Sgt C M Bates 

M/Sgt G Cardwell, jr 

M/Sgt N L Craine 

M/Sgt E J Denapoli 

M/Sgt F L Dickens 

M/Sgt J B Johnson 

M/Sgt R E Reed Sgt 1/Cl E Borromeo 

M/Sgt GM Zsimovan Sgt D Dagan 

Sgt 1/Cl M J Hend- Sgt F Garland 
ricks Sgt R Johnson 

Sgt 1/Cl AO Kostamo Sgt P J Narcini 

Set P C A McGowan Cpl J W Ahola 

Sgt 1/Cl M White Cpl C Duncan 

Set H L Bopp Cpl P J Sheridan 

Pfc E W Wampler Pfe J C Baker 


RESTORED TO ENLISTED RETIRED 

STATUS— 

To Master Sergeant 

1st Lt C E Hensel 2d Lt J D Moncure 
1st Lt H C Meyers 2d Lt H Shull 
1st Lt W T Strickland 2d Lt S Sutton 
Ist Lt C M Yandell 1st Lt H Rosser 
2d Lt W Bedard 2d Lt E J Lange 
2d Lt W M Trueitt 2d Lt H Litton 
1st Lt J Casey 2d Lt A W Sharp 
1st Lt W M Darby 2d Lt E Pullman 
2d Lt E Briggs 2d Lt S E Lyeth 





Air Force Orders 
(Continued from Page 703) 

D F Tarbet, USAF, Wash, DC, to Hq & 
Hq Sq, Pac Div, MATS, Hickam AFB, TH. 

L A Ellison, USAF, Wash, DC, to AF Div, 
Jt LR Proving Grd, Hq Comd, USAF, Cocoa, 
Fla. 

R C Sager, USAF, Wash, DC, to 1100th Cas 
Sv Sq, Ha Comd, USAF, Bolling AFB, DC. 

C C Parsons, USAF, Wash, DC, to 1603d 
AB Gp, MATS, Wheelus Fld, Tripoli, Libya. 

2d Lieutenant 

W F Perrine, jr, USAF, Arlington, Va, to 
3820th AU We, AU, Tyndall AFB, Fla. 

C L Pratt, USAF, Arlington, Va, to 3820th 
AU Weg, AU, Tyndall AFB, Fla. 

WwOJG 

J R Wick, AFUS, Wash, DC, to 1005th IG 
Sp Investigations Unit, Hq Comd, USAF, 
Bolling AFB, DC. 

J E Quasnovsky, USAF, Sheppard AFB, 
Tex, to Hq & Hq Sq, AWS, MATS, Andrews 
AFB, DC. 

A C Bergis, USAF, Las Vegas AFB, Nev, 
to Hq & Hq Sq, 3415th Tech Tng Weg, 
AFTRC, Lowry AFB, Colo. 


USAF PROMOTIONS 
Announcement is made of the prom of the 
folg-named USAF offs in the USAF UP Sec 
309 of the Women’s Armed Services Integra- 
tion Act of 1948 to gr indicated: 
To be Permanent Lt Col 


M L Ray K McClure 
M L Kersey M L Cross 
V J Phelps E J Riley 
M J Steele D J Angst 
To be Permanent Maj 
L Caldwell M O Hunt 


D P Martin CG Butterfield 


G K O'Brien M E McEnerney 
F W Van Pelt A L Briggs 

V C Dietz P E Abell 

M A Bacchus M E Elrod 

B C Philipps W M Mizell 

R L Blind A M Frost 

W R Hague K G Ecke 

M E Thomas M G Brown 

R A Johnstone H E O'Day 

B Pinckes E Ray 

J Tucker R E Panowski 
G E MceManimie M E McPherson 
E M Absalom E T Hickson 

J M Mooneyham E M Toffaletti 
K M Ludlow M D Stiles 

M M Werlein M P Oliver 

M E Swan G M Nelson 

L M Ball K M Walls 


M L Philpot 
To be Permanent Capt 


V E Martin S T O'Dell 
F Oppenheimer J E Bennett 
R McCraw M E Shull 
AH Hartley E Guild 


A M Courchene E O Ellingson 


C E Sharon H M Fivenson 
E N Cox R Ramee 

C E Boatwright F M Smothers 
V M Hickambottom JS Wilson 

R E O'Donnell BT Martin 

V M Blanchard M M Moran 

V M Peschel M E Flannagan 


A H Shimkus M Cassidy 
R L Williams J D Armstrong 
R E Vorkoeper Vv 
L T Robinson 
M H Strong 
Ist Lt to Capt 
W/rank fr 17 Feb 50 


D A Crone LJ Wolfe 





W/rank fr 18 Feb 50 


O B Caudill O D Sherman, jr 

R R Boyd W H Meibohm 

Jack A Smith J F Hill 

C K Hanner, jr J H Newton 

R Sullivan H D Wood 
W/rank fr 19 Feb 50 

EG Jane, jr J T Bales 
W/rank fr 20 Feb 50 

M G Zimmerman C L Bellows 


W/rank fr 21 Feb 50 
D E Leary 

W/rank fr 22 Feb 50 
G Orme 
W/rank fr 23 Feb 50 

M F George 

W/rank fr 24 Feb 50 
W J Zigrang 


CH Bohart 


WOJIG to CWO 
W J Riley 


USAF APPOINTMENTS 

Capt C C Jauga, USAFR, as WOJG, USAF. 

1st Lt R J Barnes, USAFR, as WOJG, 
USAF 

1st Lt H R Willis, 
USAF. ; 

1st Lt W B Molloy, USAFR, as WOJG, 
USAF. 

Maj A A Cummings, USAFR, as WOJG, 
USAF. 

Capt C W Baker, USAFR, as WOJG, USAF. 

Capt H S Cooper, USAFR, as WOJG, 
USAF. 

Capt R T Hof, USAFR, as WOJG, USAF. 

Maj R E Stilmant, USAFR, as USAF. 

DP announcement is made of the apmt as 
2d Lts in the USAF, of the folg-named Dis- 
tinguished Mil Grads of the Sr Div, ROTC: 


USAFR, as WOJG, 


A E Ross J D Helms 

R C Reinke D E Cole 

J K Robinson W F Perrine, jr 
W A Ginn D R Hamilton 
G C Tomb G B Alden 


LM Adams, jr F A Limbocker 


Johnn T Miller 


USAF APPOINTMENTS TO AD 


P H Rittenhouse as WOJG, USAF, to Hq 
& Hq Sq, AMC, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. 


USAF REAPPOINTMENTS 
Maj M H Price, USAFR, as WOJG, USAF. 
Maj J O Ducheane, USAFR, as WOJG, 
USAF. 


AFUS APPOINTMENTS TO EAD 

1st Lt M M Marsolek, USAFR (AFNC), to 
2201st Hosp Sq, ConAC, Walter Reed GH, 
Wash, DC. 

DP the folg-named USAFR (WMSC) offs 
are aptd in the AFUS (WMSC), and ordered 
to EAD in gr indicated, and are asgd to 
2206th Hosp Sq, ConAC, Brooke AMC, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, w/aprx 56 days TDY at Med 
Fid Sv Sch, Brooke AMC, Ft Sam Houston, 
Tex: 


2d Lt F R Fusco 1st Lt J K Trainum 


TRANSFERS 
By dir of the SD Lt Col C H Gingles, USAF 
(MC) (Lt Col, AFUS(MC)), is trfd fr the 
DAF to the DA(RA), and is asgd to MC. 


RETIRED 
UP Secs 509(h) and 514(e), PL 331— 
80th Congress 
Col C T Mower (Maj), USAF, advd to gr 
of Col on USAF Off Retd List. 
Maj P H Johnston, USAF. 


ENLISTED RETIREMENTS 
M/Sgt R Holman S/Sgt R H Chandler 
M/Sgt W L McShea S/Sgt A M Mejack 
M/Sgt H P Nelson Sgt E J Hogan 
M/Sgt B Poston 





Marine Corps Orders 
(Continued from Page 703) 


James R Schoen, 15thND; to MCRDep, 
ParrisIsl, SC. 

Charles H Withey, DP, SanFran; to HQMC, 
Wash, DC. 

James A MacDonald, jr, DP, SanFran; to 
NavPhibBase, Coronado, San Diego. 

2d Lieutenants 

Charles H Dean, jr, MCS, Quantico; to 

USS Columbus, NB, Boston. 
CWO’s 

Jess R Colwell, 1stMarDiv, Camp Pendle- 

ton; to DP, SanFran. 





Medal for Gen. MacArthur 


The Philippine Legion of Honor (Chief 
Commander) was presented to General of 
the Army Douglas MacArthur by Ruperto 
K. Kangleon, Secretary of Defense for 
the Republic of the Philippines, in a cere- 
mony in Tokyo recently. Secretary Kang- 
leon made the presentation in behalf of 
President Quirino as “a token of undying 
affection and deep esteem with which you 
are and always will be held by the people 
of the Philippines.” 





Navy Orders 
(Continued from Page 703) 


Charles T Booth, II 
Ron 4. 
George S Bullen, 


NavOps; to Composite 


Off AstSecNav for Air, 


NavDept: to Off of Under SecNav, NavDept. 
Lewis M D Ford, NAS, Norfolk; to USS 
Bataan. 


Ira S Hardman, jr. PatRon 7: to FasRon 2, 
Vernon R Haves, BuShips: to ServRon 1. 
Charles E Healy, BuAer: to AirPac. 
Owen B Murphy. NavScol (GenLine) New- 
port: to USS Gearing. 

Edward J Pawka. FightRon 52: to NavAir 
TraComd, Pensacola. 

Alcorn G Beckmann, NavMagazine, Port 
Chicago: to MSTS Rep. West Pac, Tokyo. 

Charles T Cole, NavDeptManagement Sur- 
vey Bd, Wash; to Office of JAG. 

Gordon R Fiss, AirPac: to NavScol (GL), 
Monterey. 

Richard D Harwood, NavOns: to NavDept 
Management Survey, Off UnderSecNav, Nav 
Dept. 

Walter D Innis, NavWar Col, Newport: to 
USS Mindoro. 

George T McDaniel, jr, 
New. 

Edgar G Osborn, 
Calif; to USS Boxer. 
Lt Commanders 

Walter J Rountree. ir. USS Kleinsmith; 
to NROTC Unit, TuftsCol. Medford. 

Andrew J Rucker, PatRon 42; 
GardinersBay. 

George S Fssenwine, 
MaterialCen, Phila. 

Arthur W Mann, ir (SC), 
Mechanicsburg: to BuSandA. 

Julius F Steuckert, NAS, Alameda; to Nav 
WeatherCen, SanFran, Alameda. 

Hall B Wessineer, NavBks, Bremerton; to 
ResTraShip, Phila. 

Horace W Blaine (SC), CharlestonNavShip 
yd; to NavSupCen, Pearl Harbor. 

Robertson C Dailev. NavWar Col, New- 
port: to Hydro Off. Suitland. 

Robert L Ellis (SC). T'SS Worcester: to 
NavSupDepot, Mechanicsburg. 

John F Miller, USS Douglas H Fox; to 
PugetSoundNavShipyd. Bremerton. 

Robert E Thomas, ir (CFC). NavScol (Gen 
Line) Monterey: to NavSupDenot. Clearfield. 

Ernest M Beauchamp, NavOps: to Fight 
Ron 51. 

Harold F Haves (SC), Off of NavMaterial, 
NavDept: to USS Worcester. 

Donald G Horseman, SubPac. Admin. Mare 


USNA; to USS 


Stanford University, 


to USS 
BuAer; to NavAir 


NavSupDepot, 


Island; to Sub-Gru 2, Mare IslGru, PacRes 
Fit. 
Stuart A MacCaffrav (SC), PRNC; to 


MSTS, Mid-Pac, Honolulu. 

Carl J Schafer, CarAirGru 7: to NAS, 
Pensacola. 

Clarence Shearer (MSC), NavMedScol, Be- 
thesda: to BuMed. 

Gleason, NavAmmo and Net Depot, Seal 
Beach; to NavMagazine. Port Chicago. 

Lieutenants 

Marlin L McCullom, USS Lioba; 
Lant. 

Frank F Merrill, BuPers: to NavOps. 

George T Weir, MSTS. Gulf. NewOrleans; 
to Sub-Gru 2, TexasGru, LantResFIt. 

Frank E Goodwin, NAAS, Cecil Field, 
Jacksonville: to NAF, Glynco. 

Richard W Huxford, NavAirTechTraUnit, 
Glenview; to FiltAllWeatherTraUnit, At- 
lantic. 

James R Martin (SC), NavClothingDepot, 
Brooklyn: to USS Fremont. 

Donald J Buchanan, Fight Ron 51; to Nav 
AirBasicTraComd, Pensacola. 

Russell J Cyphers, NAS. Pensacola; to Air 
Lant. 

Conrad J Flessner. CarnegieInst of Tech, 
Pittsburgh: to USS Caiman. 

William A Campbell, ir. USNavPGScol, 
Annapolis: to USS Williamsburg. 

Oren E Gibson, FightRon 51: to NavAirAdv 
TraComd, Corpus Christi. 

Raymond M Kroger (SC), NavSupDepot, 
Great Lakes: to USS Comstock. 

Edward R Martineau (ChC), NatNavMed 
Cen, Bethesda: to USS General H W Butner. 

Laura M Sanderson (NC), NavHosp, Long 
Beach: to NavHosp, Bremerton. 

Wayne E Hammett, USS Cabot; 
Lant. 

Henry I Harrison, 
NAS, Pensacola. 

Charles A Hennessey. jr, NavScol (GL), 
Newport: to USS Badoeng Strait. 

Ashley S Johnson, CompositeRon 4; to 
NAS, Pensacola. 

William S Kosar, NAS, Lakehurst; to Fair 
Seattle. 

Helen L Kuebler (NC), 
Beach: to NavHosp, Phila. 

Thomas S McKee, NAS, Agana; 
Alameda. 

Robert H Morrison (MC), Garfield Me 
morialHosp, Wash: to NavHosp, Bethesda. 

Laurette Picard (NC), NavHosp, Jackson 
ville: to NavHosp, Phila. 

Theodore H Thompson, PhilaGru, LantRes 
Fit: to USS Montague. 

George R Walker, AirLant; 
chute Exper Unit, El Centro. 

George K Wilcox (SC), AirTransRon 32; to 
NAS, San Diego. 
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Born 
ABBOTT—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 


DC, 13 Feb 1950, to Ist Lt & Mrs Homer 
Earl Abbott, a son, John Earl. 

AKRIDGE — Born at Osaka GH, Osaka, 
Honshu, Japan, 12 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs 


Acy W Akridge, a son, Acy L. 

ALBRIGHT—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling 
AFB. DC, 15 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs Ellis 
A Albright, a son. Joseph Albert. 

ANDERSON—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex. 19 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs 
John L Anderson, a son, Lawrence Vaughn. 

ASH—BEorn at Ft Dix, NJ. 13 Feb 1950, to 
Sgt & Mrs Raymond A Ash, a daughter, 
Mittie Beatrice 

ATCHISON—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, 
Tex, 26 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Roy W Atchi- 
son, a son, Roy Clifton. 

ATKINS—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Knox, Ky, 
24 Feb 1950, to Lt & Mrs Robert A Atkins, a 
daughter, Kathy Ellen. 

AUSANO—Born at USNH, Oakland, Calif. 
17 Feb 1950, to MMC & Mrs Peter Ausano, a 
son, Jerry Allen. 

AUSTIN—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 16 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs 
Charles E Austin, a daughter, Carolyn Ann. 

BAKER — Born at Base Hosp, Chanute 
AFB, Ill, 22 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Floyd 
M Baker, a son. 

BARBER—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 11 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs John M 
Barber, a daughter. 

BARGER—Born at Langley AFB, Va, 17 
Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Thomas A Barger, 
ason, Thomas A, jr. 

BARNEY—Born at Sta Hosp, Scott AFB, 
Ill, 22 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Robert E 
Barney, a daughter, Patricia Ann. 

BARR—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, Tex, 
18 Feb 1950, tu Sgt & Mrs Thomas H Barr, a 
son, David Alan. 

BARSTOW—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 16 Feb 1950, to Sgt 1/Cl & Mrs 
CC Barstow, a son, Clemence Claude, jr. 

BARTINIKAITIS — Born at Madigan GH, 
Tacoma, Wash, 5 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs 
Frances Bartinikaitis, twin daughters. 

BENSON—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Eustis, 
Va, 18 Feb 1950, to Sgt 1/Cl & Mrs David 
Benson, a son. 

BENTON—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 6 Feb 1950, to Maj & Mrs Joseph W 
Benton, a son. 

BENTY — Born at Base Hosp, Chanute 
AFB, IIl, 20 Feb 1950, to T/Sgt & Mrs Matt R 
Benty, a daughter. 

BICE—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam Hous- 
ton, Tex, 14 Feb 1950, to T/Sgt & Mrs Ed- 
ward M Bice. a son, Thomas Claude, jr. 

BINGHAM—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, 
Tex, 30 Jan 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Paul A Bing- 
ham, a son, Paul Anthony, jr. 

BLAIR—Born at Sta Hosp, Scott AFB, Il, 
23 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Billy Blair, jr, 
adaughter, Patricia Anita. 

BLAIR—Born at Sta Hosp, Maxwell AFB, 
Ala, 24 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Herbert L 
Blair, a daughter, Maronica Lee. 

BOESCH—Born at Ft Dix, NJ, 17 Feb 
1950, to Sgt & Mrs Kenneth Boesch, a daugh- 
ter, Anita Anne. 

BOSWELL—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 16 Feb 1950, to 2d Lt & Mrs 
James P Boswell, a son, James Hestain. 

BOYD—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 18 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Durwood I 
Boyd, a son, James Walter. 

BROWN—Born at Sta Hosp, Maxwell AFB, 
Ala, 22 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs Stanley L 
Brown, a son, Michael Edward. 

BURFORD—Born at Sta Hosp, Maxwell 
AFB, Ala, 23 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs 
Charles E Burford. a son, Charles Edward, jr. 

BURTON—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 10 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs 
Edward K Burton, a son. James Orloff. 

CAMERON—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 14 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs 
Stewart E Cameron, a son, Jon Scitt. 

CASH—Born at Sta Hosp. Ft Geo G Meade, 
Md, 21 Feb 1950, to Sgt 1/Cl & Mrs Charles 
Cash, a son. 

CAUTHEN—Born at USNH, Newport, RI, 
2 Feb 1950. to Lt Comdr & Mrs Columbus 
F Cauthen, a son. 

CHRISTOFFERSEN—Borm at Sta Hosp, Ft 
Dix, NJ, 19 Feb 1950. to S/Sgt & Mrs Knudh 
H Christoffersen. a son, Robert Michael. 

CLARK—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 10 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs 
Frank W Clark, a son, Frank Dennis. 

COACHMAN—Born at Ft Dix, NJ, 18 Feb 
1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Francis G Coachman, 
a daughter. Sandra Lynn. 

COALE—Born at Sta Hosp, Maxwell AFB, 
Ala, 21 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs Robert T 
Coale, a daughter, Karen Sue. 

COMBS—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 7 Feb 
190, to S/Sgt & Mrs Joseph G Combs, a 
daughter, Karen Jean. 

COOK—Born at Osaka GH, Honshu, Ja- 
ban, 8 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Kenneth F 
Cook, a daughter, Barbara A. 














Births e Marriages e Deaths 


(No charge for Service announcements. Please notify promptly.) 








CRAFT—Born at Ft Dix, NJ, 12 Feb 1950, 
to Capt & Mrs Lee Craft, a daughter, Carol 
Lee. 


CRAMMOND—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Car- 
son, Colo, 15 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs James 
E Crammond, a son, James Richard. 


CRAWFORD—Born at Madigan GH, Ta- 
coma, Wash, 2 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs 
Marvin Crawford, a daughter. 


CULHANE—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Lee, Va, 
20 Feb 1950, to Maj & Mrs R Jerald Culhane, 
a daughter, Diane Kathleen: granddaughter 
of Col & Mrs J Huntington Hills of Ft 
Leavenworth, Kans, and great-granddaugh- 
ter of Maj Gen E A Kreger, USA-Ret, and 
Mrs Kreger, also of Ft Leavenworth. 

CUMBIE — Born at Sta Hosp, Maxwell 
AFB, Ala, 23 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Robert 
Cumbie, a daughter. 

CURTIS—Born at New Haven. Conn, 13 
Feb 1950, to Mr & Mrs Douglas C Curtis of 
New Haven. a daughter; granddaughter of 





Mrs Royal Knight Joslin of Newport, and 
the late Commander Joslin, MC, USN. 
CUSHMAN—Born at Murphy GH, Wal- 


tham, Mass, 4 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs John 
H Cushman, a daughter, Kathleen O'Neill; 
granddaughter of Col & Mrs Girard B Tro- 
land, and of Col & Mrs Horace O Cushman. 

DAUGHERTY — Born at Brooke GH. Ft 
Sam Houston, Tex, 19 Feb 1950, to Lt Col & 
Mrs James F Daugherty, a daughter, Eu- 
genia. 

DAVIS—Born at Sta Hosp, Maxwell AFB, 
Ala, 18 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs Elmer 
A Davis, a son, Michael Everett. 

PDAVIS—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, Tex, 
27 Jan 1950, to Capt & Mrs Henry V Davis, 
a son, Davis Michael. 

DEAR—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam Hous- 
ton, Tex, 15 Feb 1950, to Lt Col & Mrs 
Richard H B Dear, a daughter, Wendy Tib- 
bits: granddaughter of Brig Gen William R 
Dear, MC, USA-Ret, and Mrs Dear of Wash- 
ington, DC. and of Mrs Johanna Fredrickson 
of Berkeley. Calif. 

DeLORENZO—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 
3 Feb 1950. to Capt & Mrs Claud A De- 
Lorenzo, a daughter, Claudia Marie. 

DENSON—Born at Cp Lee, Va, 16 Feb 1950, 
to Capt & Mrs Charley K Denson, a son. 

DePETRIS — Born at Walter Reed GH, 
Washington. DC, 11 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs 
Thomas J DePetris, a son, Thomas John. jr. 

DeWEESE — Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling 
AFB, DC, 24 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Wil- 
liam R DeWeese, a son, Alan Patrick. 

DOLICK—Born at Sta Hosp, Maxwell AFB, 
Ala, 22 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs Francis 
Dolick, a daughter, Joyce Ann. 

DONNALLY—Born at Madigan GH, Ta- 
coma, Wash, 5 Feb 1950, to AK 1/Cl & Mrs 
James Donnally. a daughter. 

DONOHUE—Born at Sta Hosp, Maxwell 
AFB, Ala, 19 Feb 1950, to Maj & Mrs 
Timothy W Donohue, a son, Shaun Michael. 

DOUGLAS—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 6 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs Earl S 
Douglas, 2d, a son. 

DOWNING—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 19 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs 
Charles A Downing, a son, John Warren. 

ELIAS—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 16 Feb 1950, to lst Lt & Mrs 
Michael A Elias, a son, Russell Davis. 

ESMONDE—Born at Ft Dix, NJ, 18 Feb 
1950, to Sgt & Mrs John O Esmonde, a son, 
John Otto, jr. 

ESTERBROOK—Born at Madigan GH, Ta- 
coma, Wash, 10 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Rob- 
ert A Esterbrook, a son. 

FAIN—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam Hous- 
ton, Tex, 16 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs Ben- 
nett J Fain, a daughter, Beverly Jo. 

FASSBENDER—Born at Ft Dix, NJ, 15 
Feb 1950, to Sgt 1/Cl & Mrs Fred Fassbender, 
a son. Fred Hugo. 

FELL—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 11 Feb 1950, to Lt Col & Mrs 
Charles F Fell, a daughter, Henriette. 

FICKER—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Ord, Calif, 








recently, to Capt & Mrs William Ficker, a | 


daughter, Yvonne Lynne. 

FINCHER—Born at Fitzsimons GH, Den- 
ver, Colo, 15 Feb 1950. to Sgt & Mrs Lloyd 
C Fincher of Lowry AFB, Colo, a son. 

FOLEY—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, Tex, 
1 Feb 1950. to Sgt & Mrs Felix R Foley, a 
son, Sammy Ray. 

FORBES—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 28 
Jan 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs John L Forbes, a 
son, Leslie Alvin. 

FORSETH—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 
6 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Vernon E Forseth, 
ason, Larry Alan. 

FRAZIER — Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling 
AFB. DC, 13 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Joseph 
H Frazier, a daughter, Regina Leslie. 

FRINK—Born at Sta Hosp, Maxwell AFB, 
Ala, 21 Feb 1950, to Lt Col & Mrs Horace E 
Frink, jr, a son, Horace Everett, 3d. 
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FRY—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam Hous- 
ton, Tex, 14 Feb 1950, to Ist Lt & Mrs Avril 
O Fry, a daughter, Barbara Ann. 


GAVINS—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, Tex, 
18 Jan 1950, to Sgt & Mrs James P Gavins, 
a daughter, Martha Lou. 

GERSTL—Born at USNH, Newport, RI, 25 
Feb 1950, to CCS & Mrs Sam Gerstl, a son. 

GIBSON — Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 17 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs 
Joseph R Gibson, a son, Joseph Ross. 

GLAWE — Born at 7th Sta Hosp, Free 
Territory of Trieste, recently, to Col & Mrs 
Benaid E Glawe, a son, Peter Hays; nephew 
of Col & Mrs Jack Merrell and Lt Col & 
Mrs James Bassett. 

GLOCK—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 5 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Robert 
T Glock, a son. 

GOLDSMITH—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 
5 Feb 1950. to 1st Lt & Mrs Alan E Gold- 
smith, a daughter, Michele Denice. 

GOLLADAY—Born at Percy Jones GH, 
Battle Creek, Mich, 25 Feb 1950, to Sgt & 
Mrs John Golladay, ason, Frederick Thomas. 

GONDEK—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Knox, 
Ky. 10 Feb 1950, to Lt Col & Mrs Adolph 
J Gondek, a daughter, Adela Jessica 

GORSKI—Born at St Bernard's Hospital, 
Jonesboro, Ark, 21 Feb 1950, to Maj & Mrs 
Andrew G Gorski, a son, David Bruce. 

GOULD—Born at Murphy GH, Waltham, 
Mass, 14 Feb 1950, to Lt Col & Mrs Gordon 
T Gould, jr, a daughter, Beverly Lois. 

GRAVES—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 11 Feb 1950, to Col & Mrs Frank N 
Graves, a son, Frank Norton, jr. 

GRAY—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 2 Feb 
1950, to Ist Lt & Mrs Jack L Gray, a daugh- 
ter, Carolyn Jean. 

GRAYBILL Born at Madigan GH, Ta- 
coma, Wash, 7 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Wal- 
ter R Gravbill, a daughter. 

GREEN—Born at Base Hosp, March AFB, 
Calif, 13 Feb 1950, to Maj Franklyn Thomas 
Green, USAF, and Mrs Green, a son, Frank- 
lyn Thomas, jr. 

GRIFFIN—Born at Fitzsimons GH, Den- 
ver, Colo, 18 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs Ben- 
jamin F Griffin, Lowry AFB, Colo, a son. 

GROSS—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Ord, Calif, 
14 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Joseph L Gross, 
a daughter .Deana Lynn. 

HAGE—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 23 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Arthur N 
Hage, a son, Robert Arthur. 

HAMILTON—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, 
Tex, 28 Feb 1950, to Lt & Mrs Alexander M 
Hamilton, a son, John Alexander. 

HARMON—Born at USNH, Oakland, Calif, 
14 Feb 1950, to ADC & Mrs Frederick Har- 
mon, a son, Charles Frederick. 

HARTLIEB—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Ord, 
Calif, 10 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Raymond 
A Hartlieb. a daughter, Diana. 

HAWES—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Dix, NJ, 
19 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs William T Hawes, 
a daughter, Marilyn Ann. 

HEIBER—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Dix, NJ, 
52 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Leroy Heiber, a 
son, Andrew Paul. 

HEINEN—Born at Winter Haven, Fla, 12 
Feb 1950, to Capt Leslie A Heinen, USAFR, 
& Mrs Heinen, a son, Leslie A, jr; grandson 
of Lt Col Arthur C Fox, USA-Ret, and Mrs 
Fox, and of Mr & Mrs Edwin H Heinen of 
Shenectady, NY 

HICKMAN—Born at Sta Hosp, Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, Md, 17 Feb 1950, to Sgt 
1/Cl & Mrs Lewis A Hickman, a daughter, 
Linda Arleen. 

HOLLOWAY—Born at 
coma, Wash, 13 Feb 1950, 
Edward J Holloway, a son. 

HUDSON—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, 
Tex, 15 Feb 1950, to Sgt 1/Cl & Mrs William 
C Hudson, a son, Alfred Frederick. 

HUNN—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam Hous- 
ton, Tex, 15 Feb 1950, to T/Sgt & Mrs Marvin 
a son, Marvin Troy, jr. 

HUTTON—Bormn at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 24 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Levi F Hutton, 





Madigan GH, Ta- 
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ISHAM—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 16 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Clyde 


| B Isham, a daughter, Peggy Jean. 





IVERS — Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 5 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs Warren 
C Ivers, a son. 

JACKSON—Born at USNH, Oakland, Calif, 
13 Feb 1950, to AOC & Mrs Leon Jackson, a 
son. Timothy Wayne. 

JACOBS—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Dix, NJ, 
22 Feb 1950, to Ist Lt & Mrs Ray Jacobs, a 
daughter, Linda Arlene. 

JARRETT—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 14 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs 
Charles E Jarrett, a daughter, Patricia Kaye. 

JENNINGS—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Riley, 
Kans, 20 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Kellis B 
Jennings, a daughter, Janice Marie. 


| Army and Navy Journal 719 


4 March 1950 





| — 
| * JOHNSON—Born at Norton Memorial In- 
firmary, Louisville, Ky, 22 Feb 1950, to Col 





Victor L Johnson, jr, USA-Ret, and Mrs 
Johnson, a son, Victory Leroy, 3d. 
JOHNSON—Born at Cp Lee, Va, 16 Feb 


1950, to lst Lt & Mrs Harold Johnson, a son. 

JONES—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 21 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Murray O 
Jones, a daughter, Karen Louise. 

JONES — Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Geo G 
Meade, Md, 17 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs 
Hubert Jones, a son. 

KEMP—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 11 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Ken- 
neth G Kemp, a son, Kenneth George, jr. 

KIDD—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 14 Feb 1950, to T/Set & Mrs Alva A 
Kidd, a daughter, Flizabeth Ann. 

KING—Born at Valley Forge GH, Phoenix- 
ville, Pa, 17 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Robert 
King, a daughter, Susan Estelle. 

KITCHEN—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 16 Feb 1950, to Sgt 1/Cl & 
Mrs William H Kitchen, a son, William 
Bruce. 

KLINDIENST—Born at Valley Forge GH, 
Phoenixville, Pa, 21 Feb 1950, to M/Set & 
Mrs Edward Klindienst of the Univ of Dela- 
ware, a daughter, Susan Annette. 

LaPIANA—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex 13 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs 
Joseph A LaPiana, a daughter, Patricia. 

LAWTON—Born at St Luke's Hosp, Kan- 
sas City, Kans, recently, to Ist Lt & Mrs 
William S Lawton, jr, a son. William S, 3d; 
grandson of Brig Gen William S Lawton, 
Chief of Staff Army Field Forces. and Mrs 
Lawton, and of Mr J Milton Freeland, Vice 
President Kansas City National Bank, and 
Mrs Freeland. 

JESSOP—Born at Sta Hosp, Maxwell AFB, 
Ala, 19 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs Fred Jessop, 
a daughter, Kathy-Lane. 

LEWIS—Born at Cp Lee, Va, 16 Feb 1950, 
to Sgt & Mrs Charles H Lewis. a son. 

LIVESAY—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 5 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Robert G 
Livesay, a son. 

LOISELLE—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Leaven- 
worth, Kans, 4 Feb 1950, to Lt Col & Mrs 
P A Loiselle, a son, Richard Post. 

LOPEZ — Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Carson, 
Colo, 10 Feb 1950, to 2d Lt & Mrs Louis V 
Lopez, a son, Louis Vyasa, jr. 

LYNCH—Born at USNH, Oakland, Calif, 
12 Feb 1950, to HMC & Mrs Paul Lynch, a 
son, Michael Thomas. 

LYNN — Born at 155th Sta Hosp, Yoko- 
hama, Japan. recently, to Capt & Mrs Custer 
L Lynn, a son, Edward Arthur. 

LYON—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 12 Feb 1950, to M/Sget & Mrs 
Oliver D Lyon, a daughter, Carolyn. 

MacKILLOP—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 19 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs 
Donald A MackKillop, a daughter, Deborah 
Lee. 

MACK—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 12 Feb 1950, to Lt & Mrs John Francis 
Mack, a son, John. 

MACKIN — Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, 
Tex, 1 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs William J 
Mackin, a son, Stephen Paul. 

MAGEE—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Ord, Calif, 
15 Feb 1950, to Lt & Mrs Robert E Magee, a 
daughter, Kathy Ann. 

MAISENBACH—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling 
AFB, DC, 11 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs War- 
ren R Maisenbach, a daughter, Ellen Vir- 
ginia. 

MARCUSSEN—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling 
AFB, DC, 23 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs 
Clarence C Marcussen, a daughter, Candice 
Chabol. 

MARLOW—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, 
Tex, 9 Feb 1950, to Sgt 1/Cl & Mrs Ralph 
Marlow, a daughter, Deana Eugenia. 

MARQUETTE—Born at USNH, Oakland, 
Calif, 12 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs Jacob 
Marquette, a son, Mark John. 

MATTHEWS—Born 1 Feb 1950, to Capt & 
Mrs Thomas J Matthews of Cp Lejeune, NC, 
a daughter, Marilyn Ida. 

MAYSONAVE—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Geo 
G Meade, Md, 22 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs 
Rene E Maysonave, a daughter, Camille 
Marie. 

McNEAL—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 23 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs Mitchel] D 
McNeal, a son, George Patrick. 

McPHAIL—Born at Fitzsimons GH, Den- 
ver, Colo, 14 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs James 
McPhail of Lowry AFB, Colo, a son. 

MEADE—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 8 
Feb 1950, to Ist Lt & Mrs John W Meade, 
a daughter, Margaret Ann. 

MICHELI—Born at USNH, Oakland, Calif, 
12 Feb 1950, to Lt Comdr & Mrs Paul Micheli, 
a daughter, Sharon Carol. 

MILLER—Born at Roslyn Park Hosp, 16 
Feb 1950, to Lt Col & Mrs James A Miller 
of Ft Totten, LI, NY, a son, James Anthony. 
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MILLER—Born at Phoenix, Arix, 16 Feb 


1950, to Lt Col and Mrs Whitside Miller, a 
son, Whitside Gerard; grandson of Mrs 
Archibald Miller of Washington, DC, and 


the late Colonel Miller and of Mr & Mrs 
Clinton W Kern of Junction City, Kans; and 
nephew of Maj Gen & Mrs Robert W Burns 
of Scott AFB, Il. 


MINCKLER—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 
8 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Homer R Minck- 
ler, a daughter, Carla Jane. 


MOHLER—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, 
Tex, 6 Feb 1950, to T/Sgt & Mrs John E 
Mohler, a daughter, Margaret. 


MOOD—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, Tex, 
6 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Dwight D Mood, 
a son, Dwight Donald, jr. 


MOORE — Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 18 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs 
Jack C Moore, a daughter, Diana Sue. 


MULLINS—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 10 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Leonard 
Mullins, a daughter. 


MURDOCK—Born at Sta Hosp, Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, Md, 22 Feb 1950, to Sgt & 
Mrs Hillard Murdock, a son, Cleven John. 

MURR—Born at Cp Lee, Va, 18 Feb 1950, 
to Maj & Mrs Arnold Murr, a son. 

MYERS—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 5 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs Abel 
Myers, a son. 

MYERS—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 14 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Wil- 
liam T Myers, a son, William Norman. 

NANCE—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 15 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Frank 
Newlee Nance, a son, James Frank. 

NEILL—Born at Cleveland, Ohio, 19 Feb 
1950, to M/Sgt William J Neill, USMC, and 
Mrs Neill, a son, Richard Douglas. 

NELSON—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 12 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs John Wil- 
liam Nelson, a son, Curtis Lloyd. 

NELSON—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 16 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Carold 
H Nelson, a daughter, Senobia Renee. 

NEWKIRK — Born at USNH, Oakland, 
Calif, 12 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Arthur 
Newkirk, a daughter, Terry Lee. 

NICHOLS—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 11 Feb 1950, to T/Sgt & Mrs Leon L 
Nichols, a son. 

NORTON—Born at Base Hosp, Chanute 
AFB, III, 20 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs Charles 
R Norton, a son. 

O’BERRY — Born at Garfield Memorial 
Hosp, Washington, DC, 26 Feb 1950, to Capt 
& Mrs Elmer E O’Berry, a daughter, Pa- 
tricia Ann. 

OTENBERGER—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Geo 
G Meade, Md, 21 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs John 
L Otenberger, a daughter. 

OTERO — Born at Rodriguez GH, Ft 
Brooke, PR, 17 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs 
Guillermo Otero, a daughter. 

PARKER—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Dix, NJ, 
22 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs Harvey C 
Parker, a son, Phillip Alann. 

PARKHURST — Born at Fitzsimons GH, 
Denver, Colo, 15 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs 
Marvin D Parkhurst of Lowry AFB, Colo, 
a son. 

PARKS—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Eustis, Va, 
17 Feb 1950, to M/Sgt & Mrs James L Parks, 
ason, James Leonard. 

PEBBLES—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 10 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs Dean C 
Pebbles, a son. 

PERRY—Born at Ft Dix, NJ, 18 Feb 1950, 
to Sgt & Mrs Robert E Perry, a son, Robert 
Edward, jr. 

PERUGINI—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Mon- 
mouth, NJ, 10 Feb 1950, to 2d Lt & Mrs 
Morris F Perugini, a daughter, Linda Anne. 

PHILLIPS—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Riley, 
Kans, 16 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Charles 
Phillips, a daughter, Susan Joy. 

PINETTI—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Eustis, 
Va, 15 Feb 1950, to Sgt 1/Cl & Mrs James 
R Pinetti, a son, James Roland. 

PITTMAN—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Dix, NJ, 
21 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Isham Pittman, 
a daughter, Anne Bryant. 

PLATT — Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 17 Feb 1950, to Maj & Mrs 
Charles H Platt, a daughter, Michele Emilie. 

POPE—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 16 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Theodore 
R Pope, a son, Gregory Alan. 

POST—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Geo G Meade, 
Md, 21 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Arthur Post, 
a son. 

PRESTON—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Housion, Tex, 15 Feb 1950, to 1st Sgt & Mrs 
James R Preston, a son, James Lowell. 

PRIDAY—Born at Sta Hosp, Scott AFB, 
Til, 25 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Allen C 
Priday, a son, Michael Allen. 





QUINONES—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 14 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs 
Raul S Quinones, a son, Ronnie. 


RAFTERY—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, 
Tex, 7 Feb 1950, to Lt & Mrs Bernard G 
Raftery, a son, James Edward. 


REED—Born at Newport Hosp, Newport, 
RI, 25 Feb 1950, to CTM & Mrs Abner D 
Reed, a son. 

REGAN — Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 16 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs 
Robert F Regan, a son, Peter Thomas. 

REMINISKEY—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Ord, 
Calif, 8 Feb 1950, to Sgt 1/Cl & Mrs George 
E Reminiskey, a daughter, Roxanne. 

RENO—Born at Sta Hosp, Ernest Harmon 
AFB, Nfid, 20 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Harvey 
W Reno, a son. 

RICHARDSON — Born at Sta Hosp, Cp 
Hood, Tex, 27 Jan 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Cleve 
Richardson, a daughter, Connie. 

RICHARDSON — Born at Mather AFB, 
Calif. 9 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Floyd 
G Richardson, a daughter, Joan Rochelle 

RIN ALDI—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 13 Feb 1950, to Maj & Mrs Eugene Ri- 
naldi, a son, James Lee. 

RIVELY—Born at Mercy Hosp, Pittsburgh, 
Pa, 26 Feb 1950, to Maj & Mrs Joseph C 
Rively, a daughter. 

ROBSON—Born at Base Hosp, Pepperrell 
AFB, Nfld, 20 Feb 1950, to T/Sgt & Mrs 
Herbert W Robson, a daughter, Adrienne 
Sarah. 

ROSE—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 1 Feb 
1950, to Capt & Mrs John G Rose, a son, 
Patrick Gee. 

RUPPERT—Born at Percy Jones GH, Bat- 
tle Creek, Mich, 27 Feb 1950, to Lt & Mrs 
Jack Ruppert, a daughter, Pamela Marie. 

RUSSELL—Born at USNH, Oakland, Calif, 
14 Feb 1950, to Lt (jg) & Mrs George Russell, 
a son, Frank Ashby. 

RUTLEDGE—Born at Langley AFB, Va, 
17 Jan 1950, to Lt & Mrs Lloyd A Rutledge, 
a daughter. 

SABOL—Born at USNH, Newport, RI, 21 
Feb 1950, to CAO & Mrs Robert Sabol, a 
daughter. 

SALZBERG—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Ord, 
Calif, 9 Feb 1950, to Lt & Mrs Elwyn Salz- 
berg, a son, Steven Lee. 

SAPP—Born at Osaka, Osaka GH, Honshu, 
Japan, 10 Feb 1950, to Maj & Mrs John D 
Sapp, a daughter, Katherine E. 

SCHANKEL—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 
1 Feb 1950, to Lt & Mrs Richard M Schankel, 
a daughter, Patricia Ann. 

SCHUMACHER—Born at Madigan GH, Ta- 
coma, Wash, 11 Feb 1950, to Sgt 1/Cl & Mrs 
Walter E Schumacher, a daughter. 

SELLERS—Born at Ft Dix, NJ, 13 Feb 
1950, to Sgt & Mrs Ray Sellers, a daughter, 
Deborah Ann. 

SHACKELFORD — Born at USNH, Oak- 
land, Calif, 12 Feb 1950, to TMC & Mrs Theo- 
dore Shackelford, a daughter, Lynne Louise. 

SHAW—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 24 
Jan 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Ronald E Shaw, 
a daughter, Karen Lynn. 

SHEA—Born at USNH, Newport, RI, 24 
Feb 1950, to CBM & Mrs Joseph F Shea, a 
son. 

SHELLHART—Born at Madigan GH, Ta- 
coma, Wash, 8 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Fred- 
erick T Shellhart, a son. 

SHEPPE—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 14 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs 
Frank W Sheppe, a daughter, Paula Karen. 

SIEA — Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 2 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Calvin C 
Siea, a son. 

SMALL—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Monmouth, 
NJ, 18 Feb 1950, to Maj & Mrs Braxton 
— Small, a daughter, Margaret Eliza- 
eth. 

SMITH—Born at St Joseph’s Hosp, Phoe- 
nix, Ariz, 23 Feb 1950, to Col Arthur J Smith, 
jr, USA-Ret, and Mrs Smith, a son, Arthur 
James; nephew of Col & Mrs William T 
Smith, USAF. 

SMITH—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 4 
Feb 1950, to 1st Sgt & Mrs Claud Smith, a 
son, Donald Bruce. 

SMITH—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam Hous- 
ton, Tex, 18 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs William 
E Smith, a son, Robert McDonald. 

SNEED—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, Tex, 
21 Jan 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Garvin L Sneed, 
a daughter, Gloria Jean. 

SPAULDING — Born at Sta Hosp, Ft 
Leavenworth, Kans, 21 Feb 1950, to Maj & 
Mrs Walter L Spaulding, a son, Walter 
Geoffrey. 

SPRING—Eorn at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, Tex, 
4 Feb 1950, to Lt & Mrs Elbert B Spring, jr, 
ason, Robert Clayton. 

STALEY—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 24 Feb 1950, to T/Sgt & Mrs Vernon J 
Staley, a daughter, Kathleen Jean. 

STERLING—Born at Valley Forge GH, 
Phoenixville, Pa, 21 Feb 1950, to WO & Mrs 
James Sterling, a daughter, Arline Louise. 

STEVENS—Born at USNH, Newport, RI, 
21 Feb 1950, to QM 2/Cl & Mrs Keith Stevens, 
a daughter. 





STEVENSON—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Geo 
G Meade, Md, 22 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs 
Steve Stevenson, a son. 

STEWART — Born at USNH, Oakland, 
Calif, 16 Feb 1950, to AMC & Mrs Roy Stew- 
art, a son. 

TAYLOR—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 20 Feb 1950, to Maj & Mrs Joe D Taylor, 
ason, Lawrence Joseph. 

TEASE — Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 17 Feb 1950, to 2d Lt & Mrs 
Willard D Tease, a daughter, Kristine Karen. 

TERRY—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 3 Feb 1950, to T/Sgt & Mrs Earl M 
Terry, a son, 

THOMAS—Born at USNH, Newport, RI, 21 
Feb 1950, to CRM & Mrs Philip J Thomas, a 
daughter. 

TIDLER—Born at Walter Reed GH, Wash- 
ington, DC, 15 Feb 1950, to Set & Mrs Gilbert 
Tidler, a daughter, Javis Davis. 

TRACEY — Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 14 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs 
John F Tracey, a daughter, Karen Dawn. 

TREW—Born at Osaka GH, Osaka, Hon- 
shu, Japan, 10 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs 
Ralph L Trew, a son, Dwight E. 

TROILO—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Riley, 
Kans, 19 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Leonard 
R Troilo, a son, Leonard Russell, jr. 

TUCKER—Born at De Paul Hosp, Norfolk, 
Va, 23 Feb 1950, to Lt (jg) & Mrs Alfred C 
Tucker, a son, John Kevin. 

TUGGLE—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 5 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Clarence 
A Tuggle, a daughter. 

VALENZUELA — Born at Mather AFB, 
Calif, 11 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs Gus P 
Valenzuela, a daughter, Valerie. 

VAUGHN—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 14 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs 
Lester A Vaughn, a son, Lester Adam, jr. 

VINSON—Born at USNH, Oakland, Calif, 
17 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Albert Vinson, 
a son, Jon James. 

WALK—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 14 Feb 1950, to T/Sgt & Mrs Donald 
Walk, a son, Timothy Owen. 

WALKER—Born at Sta Hosp, Cp Hood, 
Tex, 26 Jan 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Elvin C 
Walker, a son, Glenn Anthony. 

WALKER—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston. Tex, 19 Feb 1950, to M/Set & Mrs 
Garvin M Walker, a son, Lindy Robert. 

WARREN—Born at 11th Field Hosp, Stutt- 
gart, Germany, 25 Feb 1950, to 2d Lt & Mrs 
Max Warren, a son, Lance A 

WATSON — Born at Jefferson Memorial 
Hosp, Roanoke, Va, 22 Feb 1950, to Maj & 
Mrs Henry B Watson, a daughter, Susan 
Elizabeth. 

WEDDLE—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 12 Feb 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Presley 
A Weddle, a son. 

WEININGER — Born at USNH, Oakland, 
Calif, 13 Feb 1950, to Lt (jg) & Mrs John 
Weininger, a daughter. 

WEYLE—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 31 
Jan 1950, to 1st Lt & Mrs Lowell F Weyle, 
a daughter, Carol Ann. 

WHITLOW—Born at Mather AFB, Calif, 
2 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Doyle M Whitlow, 
a daughter, Lizanne. 

WILEY—Born at Sta Hosp, Bolling AFB, 
DC, 18 Feb 1950, to S/Sgt & Mrs Noel A 
Wiley, a son, Noel Michael. 

WILLIAMS—Born at the Coronado Hosp, 
Coronado, Calif, 19 Feb 1950, to Mr & Mrs 
Jackson B Williams, jr, a son, Jackson Bank- 
head, 3d; grandson of Capt J B Williams, 
USN, and Mrs Williams of Washington, DC. 

WILSON—Born at Beaumont GH, Ft Bliss, 
Tex, 21 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Charles A 
Wilson, jr, a son, Charles Allan, 3d. 

WILSON—Born at Sta Hosp, Ft Riley, 
Kans, 22 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs Omer B 
Wilson, a son. 

WINKLER — Born at 1ith Field Hosp, 
Stuttgart, Germany, 15 Feb 1950, to Capt & 


Mrs James P Winkler, a son, Stephen 
Walker. 
WITTMANN — Born at Sta Hosp, Ft 


Leavenworth, Kans, 23 Jan 1950, to Lt Col 
& Mrs Richard C Wittmann, a son, James 
Richard. 

WOODWARD—Born at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 15 Feb 1950, to Capt & Mrs 
Jesse E Woodward, a daughter, Jessica 
Elaine. 

WORLDS—Born at Madigan GH, Tacoma, 
Wash, 9 Feb 1950, to Sgt & Mrs Glenn D 
Worlds, a son. 

WYSOCKI—Born at Sta Hosp, Scott AFB, 
Til, 23 Feb 1950, to T/Sgt & Mrs Louis 
Wysocki, a daughter, Kathleen Mary. 


Married 


COLLINS-BALDACCINI — Married at the 
Asbury Methodist Church, Tarrytown, NY, 
25 Feb 1950, Miss Rita Lillian Baldaccini, 
daughter of Mr & Mrs Joseph D Baldaccini, 
and Capt Alfred Collins, USA, now stationed 
at Ft Meade, Md, son of Mrs Della Collins of 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

EIDE-PURDES—Married at Lowry AFB, 
Colo, 18 Feb 1950, Miss Mary J Purdes and 
Sgt Lawrence K Eide of Lowry AFB. 





| 





HULS-NEAL—Married at All Souls Memo- 


| rial Church, Washington, DC, 25 Feb 1950, 


Miss Bettye Ann Neal, granddaughter of Mr 
& Mrs M C Bradshaw of Pierre, SDak, and 
S/Sgt Ron L Huls, USMC, son of Mrs Marie 
Huls of Peoria, Ill. " 


KELLEY-GRANT — Married at the Post 


| Chapel, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, 18 Feb 








1950, Miss Mary Florence Grant, daughter 
of Rear Adm & Mrs Lucien McKee Grant of 
Wright-Patterson AFB, and Capt Charles 
Augustus Kelley, USAF, son of Mr & Mrs 
Frederick E Kelley of Boston, Mass. 


McGOVERN-KENNEDY — Married at the 
Base Chapel, Clark AFB, PI, 11 Feb 1950, 
Miss Jane Kennedy, daughter of Col & Mrs 
Emile T Kennedy of Clark AFB, and Lt 
Vincent H McGovern, USAF, presently at 
Yokota, Japan, son of Mrs Gerald L Mce- 
Govern of Springfield, NJ. 


NAGEL-LUSCHER—Married at the Little 
Chapel of the Roses, Chula Vista, Calif, 11 
Feb 1950, Miss Angela Rose Luscher of New 
York City, recently returned from a tour of 
duty with the State Dept in Greece, and Maj 
James R Nagel of El Paso, Tex, recently a 
member of the US Military Advisory and 
Planning Gp in Greece, and now on duty 
with the Calif NG in National City, Calif. 

RAGAN-WILLIAMS — Married at Raton, 
NMex, 4 Dec 1949, Miss Nita Jane Williams, 
daughter of Mr Roy E Williams of Colorado 
Springs, Colo, and Mr. David M Ragan, son 
of Col Perry C Ragan, USA-Ret, and Mrs 
Ragan. 

ROBERTS-HAYES—Married at the Kens- 
ington Community Church, San Diego, Calif, 
23 Feb 1950, Miss Elizabeth Ann Hayes and 
Lt Robert Edward Roberts, USA. 

RUSSELL-PEREIRA—Married at the Post 
Chapel, Ft Adams, RI, 18 Feb 1950, Miss 
Gladys Claire Pereira, daughter of Mr & Mrs 
Joaquin C Pereira of Fall River, Mass, and 
Capt Chester Arthur Russell, USA, son of 
a & Mrs Adrew I Russell of Williamsburg, 

a. 

STRONG-CASSID Y—Married at Chapel No 
2, Lackland AFB, Tex, 12 Feb 1950, 1st Lt 
Madelin Cassidy, WAF, Chief of Laboratory 
Service, Station Hosp, Lackland AFB, and 
2d Lt Alec J Strong, Training Officer of the 
3725th Basic Military Squadron, Lackland 
AFB. 

TARTRE-MASON — Married at the US 
Naval Shipyard Chapel, Bremerton, Wash, 
18 Feb 1950, Miss Patricia Mason, daughter 
of Comdr Harry M Mason, USN-Ret, and 
Mrs Mason of Bremerton, and Lt (jg) Robert 
Joseph Tartre, USN, son of Capt Joseph A 
Tartre, (DC) USN, and Mrs Tartre of San 


Diego, Calif. 
Died 


BACON — Died suddenly at his home, 100 
Alisos Dr, Santa Barbara, Calif, 15 Feb 1950, 
Col Richard Hamlin Bacon, USA-Ret. He is 
survived by his widow, Mrs. Estelle A Bacon, 
and a son, Lt Richard H Bacon, jr, stationed 
at Ft Bliss, Tex. 

BACON—Died at Santa Barbara, Calif, 15 
Feb 1950, Col Richard H Bacon, USA-Ret. 

BAKER— Died near Corona Del Mar, Calif, 
7 Jan 1950, 2d Lt Dean Calvin Baker, USMC. 

BOTTOMER—Died at the Church Home 
& Hosp, Baltimore, Md, after a long illness, 
27 Feb 1950, Col Louis J Bottomer, USNG 
Ret. He is survived by his widow, Mrs Rose 
McAndrews Bottomer of 2808 Maryland Ave, 
Baltimore. Burial was at New Cathedral 
Cemetery, Baltimore. 

BRAY — Died at Newport, RI, 24 Feb 1950, 
Mrs Theresa F Bray, widow of Capt Patrick 
Bray, USA. 

BROOKE — Died at USNH, Bethesda, Md, 
26 Feb 1950, Lt (jg) Elsie Brooke, USN 
(Ret). Interment was at Arlington National 
Cemetery, Washington, DC. 

BROWN — Died at Brooke GH, Ft Sam 
Houston, Tex, 18 Feb 1950, Brig Gen Homer 
C Brown, USA-Ret. He is survived by his 
widow, Mrs Helen Lahm Brown of 339 Ridg- 


mont Ave, San Antonio, Tex; one daughter, ff, 
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Mrs Calvin M Jenkins of Oakland, Califif, 





two grandchildren and his mother, Mrs. Edna 
C Brown. 
Cemetery, Ft Sam Houston. 

CARLSON—Died at West Rocburg, Mass, 
2 Jan 1950, Lt Comdr Eric August Carlson, 
USNR. 


Interment was at the Nationalf 


















DOUGLAS—Died at USNH, Oakland, Calif, 





RMC Malcolm Stuart Douglas, USN-Ret. 
DUNCAN—Died at Coco Solo, CZ, 25 Jan 





















1950, BMC Edward Pascal Duncan, USN-Ret.P 
GEDULDIG — Died at her residence ath 





Washington, DC, 25 Feb 1950, Mrs Katie M 





Geduldig, mother of Lt Col Charles O Gedul-& 












dig. Interment was at Arlington Nationa 
Cemetery, Washington, DC. 
(Continued on Next Page) 




















MONUMENTS 


Over forty years experience. Supplying finest Arling- 
ton Cemetery monuments. Write for designs and 
prices. Liberal discounts to military families, Give | 
name and rank of deceased. 


Established 1906 
1249 Bladensburg Road, N. E. Washington, D. C. 











For 
CAPITAL CITY MONUMENTAL WORKS | 
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Births, Marriages, Deaths 

(Continued from Preceding Page) 
GRIFFIS—Died at her home at Fruitland 
Park, Fla, 27 Feb 1950, Mrs Mary Ellen 
Conger Griffis, wife of Maj Frank Charles 
Griffis, MC, USA-Ret. Survivors, besides her 
husband, are a son, Bernard M Griffis of 
Leesburg, Fla; two daughters, Mrs L K Cas- 
son of Fruitland Park, Fla, and Mrs John E 
Bonner of Washington, DC: and two grand- 
sons. Interment was at Arlington National 
Cemetery, Washington, DC. 
GUERNSEY—Died at Letterman GH, San 
Francisco, Calif, 25 Feb 1950, Col Harold J 
Guernsey, USA-Ret. 

GUTHRIE—Died at VA Hosp, Minneapolis, 
Minn, 31 Dec 1949, Lt Col Sidney H Guthrie, 
USA-Ret. 

HAIGHT — Died at Glendale, 
Feb 1950, Col William T Haight, former 
Chief Engineer of the Fourth AF in San 
Francisco during World War II. He is sur- 
vived by his widow, Mrs Ethel Haight: a 
daughter, Mrs Gladys Johnson, and two 
grandchildren. 

HIGHTOWER—Died at USNH, San Diego, 

Calif, 24 Jan 1950, ENC William Frank High- 
tower, USN. 
LAUMAN—Died at San Mateo, Calif, 14 
Feb 1950, Mrs Elizabeth Carter Lauman, wife 
of Capt Philip G Lauman, USN-Ret, of the 
Westchester Apts, Washington, DC. Besides 
her husband, she is survived by a daughter, 
Mrs Anne Lauman Bussey of San Mateo. 

LEHMANN—Died at USNH, Newport, RI, 
23 Feb 1950, Mrs Mary Simmons Lawton Leh- 
mann, wife of Rear Adm Harold R Lehmann, 
USN (Ret). Besides her husband, she is sur- 
vived by her mother: a daughter, Sister Mary 
Noel of the Sisters of the Holy Family, San 
Francisco; a son. Harold R Lehmann, jr, of 
Newport; and two brothers and two sisters. 
O’TOOLE — Died recently in Calif, Col 
Laurence Stephen O'Toole, USA-Ret. He is 
survived by his widow, Mrs Blanch O'Toole. 
Interment was at St Mary’s Cemetery, Oak- 
land, Calif. 

REITER—Died at USNH, San Diego, Calif, 
13 Jan 1950, Comdr Howard Sydney Reiter, 
(MC) USNR-Ret. 

ROSE—Died at Battle Creek, Mich, 4 Jan 
1950, Lt Comdr Carrie Madelon Rose, USNR. 

SIPE—Died at Harrisburg, Va, recently, 
Mrs George E Sipe, mother of Mrs E J Cur- 
ren, wife of Col E J Curren, 438 Ott St., 
Harrisonburg, and of Mrs G W Brent, wife 
of Col G W Brent, 301 South Main St, Har- 
risonburg. 

SMITH — Died at Haddonfield, NJ, 13 Dec 
1949, Capt William M Smith, USA-Ret. He 
is survived by his widow, Mrs Evely M Smith 
of 257 Hopkins Rd, Haddonfield, NJ. 

TAYLOR — Died at San Francisco, Calif, 
23 Feb 1950, Lt Col H B Taylor, safety agent 
for CAA. During the war, he served as an 
Air Transport Command officer and helped 
establish air bases in Europe, Africa, the 
Middle East, the Orient and the South 
Pacific. 


Calif, 26 


Obituaries 


Brig. Gen. Homer C. Brown, USA-Ret. 
Brig. Gen. Homer C. Brown, USA-Ret., 
died 18 Feb. at Brooke GH, San Antonio, 
Tex., after an illness of eight months. 
Born in Carthage, Mo., 25 Sept. 1893, he was 
graduated from the U. S. Military Academy 
in the class of 20 Apr. 1917. 

He served in both World Wars and was 
Tetired 30 Nov. 1949, at which time he was 
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, of the Fourth 
Army, Ft. Sam Houston, Tex. He had served 
42 months in the Pacific, in Australia, New 
Guinea, the Philippines and Japan from July 
1942 to Feb. 1946. He received the Legion 
of Merit and the Bronze Star for meritorious 
service. 
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Funeral services were held on 20 Feb. from 
St. Paul’s Episcopal Church, San Antonio, 
With the Reverend H. Paul Osborne officiat- 
ing. Interment was at the National Cemetery, 
Ft. Sam Houston, Tex., with full military 
honors. 

Honorary pallbearers were Lt. Gen. H. J. 
Brees, Brig. Gen. J. T. Murray, Brig. Gen. 
S. D. Downs, Brig. Gen. C. R. Lehner, Col. 
-H. Knuebel, Col. L. B. Clapham, Col. L 
R. Besse, Col. Isaac Gill, jr., Col. T. B. 
Woodburn, Col. Karl Nesaker, Col. H. G. Holt 
bnd Lt. Comdr. Richard Walker, USNR 
Surviving are his widow, Mrs. Helen Lahm 
Brown, who resides at 339 Ridgemont Ave., 
an Antonio, Tex.: one daughter, Mrs. Calvin 

Jenkins of Oakland, Calif.; two grand- 
hhildren and his mother, Mrs. Edna C. Brown 
Mf Los Angeles, Calif. 

——- O--- 

Mrs. Mary Ellen Conger Griffis 
Mrs. Mary Ellen Conger Griffis, 81, a 
hative of Moringo, Ohio, and resident of 
Tuitland, Fla., died at her home there 
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27 Feb., following an illness of several 
weeks. 

Mrs. Griffis went to Fruitland Park 19 
years ago with her husband, Maj. Frank 
Charles Griffis, upon his retirement from the 
Army Medical Corps. 

Survivors, beside her husband, are one son, 
Bernard M. Griffis of Leesburg, Fla.; two 
daughters, Mrs. L. K. Casson of Fruitland 
Park and Mrs. John E. Bonner of Wash- 
ington, D. C.; and two grandsons. 

Funeral services were conducted 28 Feb. 
in Fruitland Park by the Rev. Ralph Rivers, 
pastor of the Community Methodist Church. 
Interment was at Arlington National Ceme- 
tery, Washington, D. C., 3 March. 


—o——_ 
Lt. (jg) Elsie Brooke, NC, USN-Ret. 
Funeral services for Lt. (jg) Elsie 

Brooke, 72, NC, USN-Ret., were held 1 

March in Washington, D. C., with burial 

in Arlington Cemetery. 

A native of Prince Georges County, Lieu- 
tenant Brooke died at the Bethesda, Md., 
Naval Hospital 26 Feb. 

She graduated from the Children’s Hospital 
School of Nursing in Boston, Mass., in 1897, 
and joined the Navy Nurse Corps in 1913. 
During her career, Lieutenant Brooke served 
at naval hospitals in Washington, Newport, 
R. I., Norfolk, Va., Annapolis, Md., San 
Diego, Calif., Guam, and Bremerton, Wash. 
At the time of her retirement in 192@ she 
was serving in the dispensary at the Quantico 
Marine base. 

She is survived by a_ niece, 


Parker of Route 2, Thurmont, Md. 





Florence | 


3d Infantry 


A directive from the Department of 
the Army has made the reorganization 
of the 3d Infantry, Ft. Myer, Va., a reality 
and is a definite step forward in the mod- 
ernization of the famed old guard. The 
regiment has been issued its new TO&E, 
which will convert it to a status similar 
to that of a regular line infantry regi- 
ment with up-to-date equipment and 
arms, but less one battalion and certain 
personnel found only in line regiments. 

The ceremonial company will be dis- 
banded as such, and will become a line 
rifle company. However, the company will 
still retain its ceremonial duties. One line 
company, as yet undesignated, will be- 
come a heavy weapons company and will 
have the weapons appropriate for such 
a unit. 

All the reorganization plans have been 
put in effect for the prime purpose of 
better training. In the past, the promo- 
tion and advancement chances of the men 
have been jeopardized by not having 
proper weapons on which to train and 
prepare for career examinations. With 
the new weapons and arms, this situation 
will be corrected. 

The 3d Infantry is the oldest regiment 
in the U. S. Army, but has been for some 
years a “show” outfit. 
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Finance Regulations 
Maj. Gen. Eugene M. Foster, USA, 


Chief of Finance, has announced that 
regulations have been issued governing 
the procedure for Army financial opera- 
tions in Canada. 

The procedure will require disbursing 
officers to maintain two separate Cana- 
dian dollar accounts. One will pertain to 
Canadian dollars obtained at the official 
rate of exchange and the other to 
Canadian dollars obtained at the free 
market rate. The effect of the procedure 
will be to permit the Army to secure 
the advantage of the lower free rate 
of exchange in cases where use of the 
free Canadian dollar is allowed by the 
Canadian Foreign Exchange Regulations. 

General Foster stated that in view of 
the complexity of regulations issued un- 
| der the Canadian Foreign Exchange Con- 
; trol Board, his office has requested 
| that Disbursing Officers, not located in 
Canada, having invoices which require 
| 
| 
| 





payment in Canadian currency, transmit 
them to the Washington Finance Office, 
U. S. Army for payment. 





Keep up to date—subscribe and resubscribe 
' to the Army and Navy Journal. 
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REAL ESTATE FOR SALE OR RENT 


Florida (Cont.) 








Arizona 





When you retire settle in Chandler, Arizona, 
lovely small city in the Valley of the Sun. 
Ideal climate, friendly people, good clean 
living conditions. Citrus and date groves. 
Ranches and rodeos. Folder Free. Send to- 
day. Chamber of Commerce, Chandler, 
Arizona. 





California 





Are you tired of searching for the ideal place 
to live in retirement? If so, investigate 
Cambria—nestled in the pines by the sea. 
Not overcrowded. Peaceful atmosphere, year 
round fishing. Write: Chamber of Commerce, 
H. C. McKnight, (U.S. Army retired), Cam- 
bria, California. 





Homes and homesites in lovely VALLEY OF 
THE ‘se al one hour from San Francisco. 
Col. . Slack, Box 984, Sonoma. 





HOMES AND SITES—-a little bit of Heaven 
in the land of Christmas trees. Where the 
Sunshine spends the winter on the shores 
of the Blue Pacific. Royal L. Waltz, Realtor, 
Cambria, Calif. 








District of Columbia 








Washington, D. C.—D. A. HANES CO., INC., 
Real Estate. Phone MI 3350. Suite 2, #2003 
Que Street, N. W. 





Secializing in purchases, 
tance for “service personnel. 
loss, Box X, M 

or OL 7963. 


— and _ assis- 
Koh- 





Charles Reily, with Thos. J. Fisher & Co., 
Inc., Realtors, can assist you in the purchase 
or sale of a home in Washington, nearby 
Virginia and Maryland. Office phone DI 6830 
—Home TE 7420. 








Florida 


Col. F, 
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St. Cloud, Florida. For moderate priced 

homes in a retired Serviceman’s community, 

b Ade 2 James E. Mozley, Realtor, 1309 Eleventh 
treet. 





BRADENTON, FLORIDA—For complete in- 
formation reference Bradenton and retire- 
ment homes write COL. C. B. MEYER, Ret’d, 
with A. K. HAWKINS, Realtor. 





Officer’s Retirement Home Service Bureau of 
the Central Florida Realty Company, Col. 
Philip T. Fry in charge, is equipped to give 
you honest and competent service in locatin 

a home, orange grove, or ranch in Centr 

Florida. Our company, now in its 26th year, 
has a wide variety of sens ly Pon prop- 
erties. Write Box 505, Ocala, Florida. 





RETIREMENT-RESIDENTIAL HOME OP- 
PORTUNITY IN FLORIDA. On island, near 
ocean, exceptionally roomy two-bedroom 
homes on large wooded lots. Good garden- 
ing soil. Quiet neighborhood but just over 
bridge from downtown St. Augustine. Homes 
are masonry construction, tile roofs, case- 
ment windows, clear oak floors, tiled baths, 
some fireplaces. no two alike, assuring indi- 


viduality. Going at fair prices with FHA 
financing. For photos and further descri 
tion, write early to THOMPSON-RYM. 


REALTY CoO., St. Augustine, Florida. 





Bradenton, Fla.—The Walter S. Hardin 
Realty Co. can supply you with up to the 
minute information about homes, small 
farms, groves, ranches. water front proper- 
ties or beach homes. Information gladly su 
plied upon request. M. W. Reynolds, Col. 
U.S.A. Ret’d. Service Representative P. O. 
Box 660—Bradenton, Fla. 








Virginia 

YOUR WASHINGTON “HITCH’’; Our Pol- 
icy: Expert, honest appraisals; thorough 
Neighborkosd NO Ten Patient, pains- 
oy | time; NO HIGH PRESSURE meth- 
ods. Result — SATISFACTORY HOUSING. 


J. Fuller Groom Realty mn ane Building, 
Arlington, Va., OXford 


Specialty izing in Mat TRG for Service Person- 
nel, AN 1501 Columbia 
Pike. “Next 4 Navy Annex. an ‘Arlington, Va., 
CH 1341, OW 3007. 


REALTY, INC., 4751 LEE HIGHWAY AT 
GLEBE. ' JACKSON 4-1620. ARLINGTON, 
VIRGINIA. The best in Virginia 
adjacent to Washington. Write— 

—or See us for real action, buying or veolling. 


WASHINGTON DUTY EXPECTED? — You 
will receive from us the personal attention 
to your housing problems and the courteous 
service to which you are entitled. Write or 
telephone us your needs. ASK-US Realty 
Company, 4350 Lee H dighway, Arlington, Va. 
Tel. GL 1252 or OX 


STOCK & GRAIN FARM—480 acres, 45 miles 
from Richmond. Splendid set of buildings; 
= ol Write Box “Y,’’ Army and Navy 
ourna 

















New Brick Semibungalow. First floor. Liv- 
ing. Dining. Bed ooms. Bath. Modern 
Kitchen Cabinets. Second floor 2 large Bed- 
rooms. Plenty closets, Cabinets both floors. 
Fireplaces. Full basement with social room. 
Automatic Radiant Oil heating. 2 screen 
porches. 6 acres fertile land. Near thriving 
Towns. Price $16,500.00 


Garage with Hudson car Franchise. Office. 
Part. Show. Shop. Painting rooms. Modern 
equipment for Shop. Welding. Body work. 
Painting. Gas & Oil service. Fully equipped 
now operating. Present experienced help. will 
need employment. Bargain price $16,500.00. 
Present owner BOTH ABOVE recent invalid. 














W. C. Brooks, Realtor, Box 383, Tappahan- 
nock, Va 
North Carolina 
RETIRING? LIVE IN ASHEVILLE, N. C. WANTED TO BUY 
Finest all year around climate in the United 
Cool summers, open winters. Eleva- All types: rifles, shotguns, pistols, modern 


States. 
tion 2200 feet. Write Lt. Col. C. B. King, 
ar ae Dillard Realty Company, Asheville, 








BRADENTON, FLORIDA. The forty years 
experience of this firm will be of help to 
you in your selection of a home. The largest 
listings in this section of Florida to choose 
from. One of our unusual values just re- 
ceived is the fine three bedroom home in our 
best residential sub-division. Furnished. $12,- 
000. ARMY WIFE, MRS. C. R. WATKINS 
with WYMAN, GREEN and BLALOCK. 





A LITTLE LAND AND A LOT OF LIVING 
DESOTO ACRES — SARASOTA, FLORIDA. 
1200 acres sub divided into 2 acre restricted 
homesites just outside city limits. No City 
Taxes. All the advantages and enjoyment of 
country life — 10 minutes from down town. 
All lots approximately 300 x 300 feet. Prices 
begin at $885—10% down—S$15 per month. 
Buy now while prices are low and make a 
good investment and have a desirable place 
when you retire. Write for descriptive folder. 
VAN DAME ESTATES, INC., SARASOTA. 





| Texas 


For Sale: Ideal 14room insulated home, 
cedar closets, large stately dining room, spa- 
cious kitchen, bar. sun derek ieads to tea 
room or guests. 6% level acres facing hard 
surface 442 ft., and across from handsome 
estate. Strong creek in rear. Price unfur- 
nished $23.000. ROBERT ECKLES, P. O. 
BOX 128, BLACK MOUNTAIN, N. C. 














SAN ANTONIO. Homes. Duplexes. Lots, 
Ranches. Rentals. GUY CHITIPMAN REALTY, 
3930 Broadway. Phone T-2606. 





or antique: any quantity. Write giving de- 
scription and price desired or ae collect 
for our offer. Guns returned prepaid if dis- 
satisfied. MAX ZWEIG SONS, 937 D Street 
N. W., Washington, D. C. 





CAREER OPPORTUNITY 





Opening for former officer to live in northern 
California and serve as a life insurance repre- 
sentative. Our company specializes in cover- 
age for officer personnel and their families 
on the allotment plan. Write manager, 105 
Montgomerv Street. San Francisco. 





AA-1 Concern has opening for Salesman. We 
train vou. Write, Jeff S. Henderson, Lt-Col- 
Res, Vernon Co., Newton, Iowa. 





POSITION DESIRED 





Join the procession. Retire in Magic Lower 
Rio Grande Valley of South Texas. Worth- 
ington Realty, Box 525, Brownsville, Texas. 


M/Sgt eligible for retirement desires Military 
Property Custodian position. Ten years ex- 
perience ROTC supplies. Write to C. R. Dot- 





son, Coe College, Cedar Rapids, Iowa. 
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House B-36 Report 
(Continued from First Page) 
gressional Appropriations Committees 
before withholding appropriated funds by 
administrative act. 

The report stated that “there are no 
unification Puritans in the Pentagon” and 
made recommendations designed to foster 
closer cooperation among the Services. 
At the same time, however, the Commit- 
tee said “there is a possibility of serious 
damage to the Nation’s defense if too 
much joint planning is concentrated on 
individual Service questions of a highly 
technical nature during the formative 
period of unification.” 

What the report attempts is the very 
delicate task of providing for more effec- 
tive unification, while at the same time 
insuring that all professional views re- 
ceive adequate consideration and that 
there be no “blind support” for unifica- 
tion “as a word.” 

Another cause of anxiety among mem- 
bers of the Committee has been noted in 
repeated statements to witnesses during 
hearings that “free and frank” answers 
are expected during all testimony. 

This was supported forcefully in the 
Committee report which castigated the 
removal of Admiral Louis Denfeld, for- 
mer Chief of Naval Operations, as “a 
reprisal” and an act which is “a blow 
against effective representative govern- 
ment.” 

It was this conclusion—No. 33 in the 
Committee summation— which created 
dissension among members and which re- 
sulted in three different findings. First, 
there was the official “reprisal” state- 
ment, said to have been adopted by a 
vote of 22 to 8. 

Second, there was the contention, em- 
phasized by Representative F. Edward 
Hebert (D-La.) that the Committee con- 
clusion did not go far enough and that 
Secretary of the Navy Matthews should 
be the subject of criminal charges by the 
Department of Justice for influencing or 
intimidating witnesses. 

Oppositely, a minority report signed by 
10 Committee members, maintained that 
the removal of Admiral Denfeld was not 
a “reprisal.” 

Whatever the varying viewpoints, it ap- 
peared unanimous that the House Armed 
Services Committee will continue to de- 
mand frank responses during interroga- 
tion of witnesses 





Firms who advertise in the Army and Navy 
Journal know your needs and how to meet 
them. 
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Officers’ 
Children 


age 17 and below, may be in- 
sured by this officers’ Com- 
pany. For complete informa- 
tion, write your name, address 
and date of birth (for your 
child, too) on the margin of 
this ad and mail today. 
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Washington 9, D. C. 
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Telephone Co. Report 


The recently issued annual report of 
the American Telephone and Telegraph 
Company discloses that in 1949 the op- 
erating revenues of the Bell System were 
$2,893,273,000, or 10 per cent more than 
in 1948. Operating expenses were $2,248,- 
833,000, an increase of 8 per cent over 
those of the previous year. 

However, with a substantial increase 
in capital investment, due to continuing 
heavy construction expenditures, the 
earnings declined from 5.1 per cent in 
1948 to 4.9 per cent in 1949. This com- 
pares with 6.3 per cent in 1941, the last 
pre-war year, and it is substantially less 
than the average rate of earnings over 
the years. 

Consolidated net income applicable to 
American Telephone and Telegraph 
Company stock was $232,855,000, or $9.70 
per share on the average investment per 
share of over $134. This compares with 
$9.86 per share in 1948. 

The report reveals that there are now 
33,400,000 telephones in the Bell System, 
and 7,200,000 operated by several thous- 
and relatively small independent com- 
panies. The total number of intercon- 
nected telephones in the United States 
is well over 40 million, or more than one 
for every four persons. During 1949 the 
number of dial telephones increased to 
73 per cent. 

Since the war the Bell System has in- 
stalled 1,300,000 telephones in rural 
areas. Total expenditures by the System 
for new construction since the war ex- 
ceed $4.5 billion. 


GMC Cuts Prices 


General Motors has announced a $10 to 
to $40 reduction in the prices of all of its 
passenger cars and trucks. 

The price reductions, effective immedi- 
ately, coincided with the announcement 
of a downward adjustment in the cost-of- 
living allowance to be paid General 
Motors’ approximately 362,000 eligible 
hourly-rate and salary employes during 
the months of March, April and May. 

In explaining GM’s action, Mr. C. E. 
Wilson, president of General Motors, said 
the price adjustments were formulated to 
“pass along to consumers the savings re- 
sulting from both the downward adjust- 
ment of wage and salary payments and 
the lowered costs of certain items, not- 
withstanding the increased prices now 
being paid for steel and some other com- 
modities.” 

It was the third time within the last 
year that General Motors has reduced 
prices on the basis of savings resulting 
from the downward trend in the cost of 
living. 

On 25 Feb. 1949, and on 23 May 1949, 
price reductions were announced coinci- 
dent with similar downward adjustments 
in the cost-of-living allowance for GM 
hourly-rate employes. 








Posts and Stations 
(Continued from Page 717) 


Mrs. George LaBounty, retiring president, 
was presented with a gift by the club. 
Hostesses were Mesdames Joseph Sanchez, 
F. P. Markle, O. D. Taylor, R. Sanctuary, 
Tony Luginbyhl and Harry Rogers. Prizes 
were awarded Mrs. E. B. Walker and Mrs. 
A. W. Hill. 


@ GOODFELLOW AFB, TEX. The Off- 
cers’ Wives Club was treated to a luncheon 
and fashion show 16 Feb. Mrs. Charles B. 
Covert was director and commentator. Those 
modeling were Mesdames R. T. Brannon, 





Shipyard Report 


United States shipyards report a total 
of 35 vessels of 575,202 gross tons and 


751,150 deadweight tons (not including 
tonnage on superliner) under construc- 


tion or on order as of 1 Feb., of which 25 
were tankers aggregating 673,250 dead- 
weight tons, according to the Shipbuild- 
ers Council of America. During the month 
of January, U. S. yards delivered three 
large tankers ranging from 26,000 to 
28,000 deadweight tons. Recently launched 
for Tanker Navigation Company at the 
Sun Shipbuilding and Drydock Company 
yard at Chester, Pa., was the supertanker 
Sovac Radiant. The 26,875 deadweight-ton 
vessel is the seventh large size tanker to 
be sent down the ways for the owners 
and will have a cargo capacity of approx- 
imately 230,000 barrels. 

While exports of United States goods 
and services exceeded imports by $5,- 
374,000,000 in 1949, registering a decline 
from the $6,300,000,000 excess of exports 
over imports in 1948 as revealed by the 
Department of Commerce recently, U. S.- 
flag ship movements through U. S. ports 
during 1949 accounted for 83,903,000 net 
tons as contrasted with 85,691,000 tons 
registered by foreign-flag shipping. This is 
in sharp contrast with the wide differen- 
tial held by U. S.-flag shipping over other 
flags in 1948 when American vessels re- 
corded a total of 93,501,000 net tons, com- 
pared with 86,866,000 tons of foreign-flag 
shipping, or an excess of 6,635,000 tons, as 
contrasted with a differential of 1,788,000 
tons in favor of foreign-flag fleets in 1949. 





Jack Capps, V. J. Cook, Gerald Fitzgerald, 
D. G. McCotter, E. S. McDonald, O. B. 
Oglesby, E. L. Scarburough, C. E. Welch, 
Taylor Hale, John Posten, Maurice Rosener, 
R. L. Royem, E. C. St. Clair, Norman 
Stradleigh and Dovie Syfrett. 

Hostesses for the affair were Mrs. Stephan 
Crosby, chairman and Mrs. P. J. Ward, Mrs. 
G. B. Meyer, Mrs. R. J. Moore, Mrs. Paul 
Bridgeman, and Mrs. Kenneth D. Hamilton, 
assisting. 


@ WIESBADEN, GERMANY. Brig. Gen. 
Donald N. Yates, Chief, Air Weather Serv- 
ice, USAF, and Mrs. Yates have arrived for 
the General’s annual inspection trip. They 
are the houseguests of Col. Nicholas H. 
Chavasse, C.O., 2105th Air Weather Group. 
General Yates is scheduled to go to Paris 
where he will be one of the American dele- 
gates at the International Meteorological 
Organization, then returning to Wiesbaden 
before visiting various weather stations 
throughout Europe. Colonel Chavasse was 
recently awarded the Legion of Merit by Lt. 
Gen. John K. Cannon in recognition of his 
services with the Berlin Airlift. 


S FT. KNOX, KY. Maj. Gen. and Mrs. Wm. 
G. Livesay entertained approximately 85 
Allied officers and their wives recently at a 
cocktail supper. The officers, who represented 
Argentina, Great Britain. Iran, Turkey, 
Philippines, Mexico and other foreign coun- 
tries, are attending the Officers’ Advanced 
Course at The Armored School. 

Col. and Mrs. Frederick W. Boye, sr., 
entertained at cocktails 26 Feb., in com- 
memoration of their 34th wedding anni- 
versary. 

Col. and Mrs. Theordore S. Riggs were 
hosts at a dinner party 24 Feb., preceding 
the Combat Command B dance the same 
evening. Among the guests were Maj. Gen. 
and Mrs. Roderick R. Allen, Col. and Mrs. 
Francis T. Bonsteel, Col. and Mrs. Fred- 
erick W. Boye, sr., Col. and Mrs. Peter 
Rodes, Col. and Mrs. Charles P. Bixel, Col. 
and Mrs. John H. Evans, Mrs. G. J. Sym- 
monds and Lt. Col. and Mrs. Hiram A. 
Miller. 


@ RODRIGUEZ GENERAL HOSPITAL, 
P. R. Col. and Mrs. John B. Coates, jr., 








NATIONAL SERVICE on AUTOMOBILE FINANCING 


AUTO LOANS AND AUTO REFINANCING 
AT LOWEST AVAILABLE COST 
FOR OFFICERS AND IST THREE PAY GRADES 
OF NON-COMMISSIONED OFFICERS 
IMMEDIATE PAYMENT ARRANGED BY AIR MAIL 
OR WIRE IF NECESSARY 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES FINANCE COMPANY 


606 Ft. Worth National Bank Building 
Dependable Automobile Financing Service Since 19290. 


Fort Worth, Texas 











RCA Annual Report 
Net earnings of Radio Corporation of 
America in 1949 amounted to $25,144,279, 


equivalent to $1.58 per share of Common 
stock, it was disclosed in the RCA 30th 
Annual Report released 27 Feb. by Brig. 
Gen. David Sarnoff, Chairman of the 


Board. This compares with $24,022,047 in 
1948, when earnings after payment of 
Preferred dividends were equivalent to 
$1.50 per share. 

Net profit—after all deductions—was 
6.3 per cent of the gross income in 1949, 
compared with 6.7 per cent in 1948. Total 
gross income from all sources amounted 
to $397,259,020, representing an increase 
of $39,641,789, compared with the total 
of $357,617,231 in 1948. 

Dividends paid by RCA for 1949 
amounted to $3,152,800 on the Preferred 
stock, and $6,928,604 on the Common | 
stock, a total of $10,081,404. During the 
past 10 years, dividends paid to stock- 
holders amounted to $69,164,112. 

In a joint statement for the RCA Board 
of Directors, General Sarnoff and Frank 
M. Folsom, President of RCA, declared: 

“The Radio Corporation of America ob- 
served its 30th Anniversary in 1949. It was 
an outstanding year of progress. Public 
acceptance of RCA products and _ services 
lifted sales to the highest peak in the history 
of the Corporation. Television's spectacular 
rise as a new service of mass communication, 
in which RCA has played a leading role, 
is without precedent in the industrial devel- 
opment of the United States. Television 
achieved the going rate of a billion-dollar-a- 
year industry, to become the first American 
industrial enterprise to move ahead so rapid- 
ly in so short a time. 

‘““At no time in the history of the radio 
electronic arts have conditions been more 
favorable for continued growth and expan- 
sion for public benefit. To the fulfillment 
of this promising outlook, RCA wholeheart- 
edly dedicates its facilities and services in 
scientific research, manufacturing, broad- 





casting and communications. We _ have 
crossed the threshold of 1950 determined to} 
progress in service to the Nation and to/ 
people everywhere. . . . The Radio Corpo 
ration of America, since its formation in 
1919, has cooperated with the United States} 
Government on matters of National Security | 
through research, engineering, communica | 
tions and broadcasting. Continuing these 
activities in the Nation’s interest, RCA in| 
1949 cooperated with the Department of De-| 
fense in industrial mobilization planning. 
General Sarnoff and Mr. Folsom also j 
point out that achievements of RCA sci- 
entists and commercial engineers con- 
tributed to outstanding advances in 1949, 
several of which they listed as follows: } 
Expansion of television as a service to the 
public. ; 
Development of the RCA _all-electronic) 
high-definition, completely compatible color 
television system now being field tested 5 
Introduction of the RCA 45-rpm system = 
recorded music featuring the simplest and 
fastest phonograph record changer ever de 
vised and providing the best quality of re 
production; also a new and improved 
33 1/3-rpm long-play record. 
Advanced development of radar and its 
increased application to national security 
and safety at sea and in the air. 








entertained friends at a dinner party recent- } 
ly. Following cocktails at the Coates’ resi-§ 
dence, the guests enjoyed dinner at the “El 
Morro”’ Officers’ Club, returning later to the 
Coates’ residence for after-dinner liqueurs. 
Included among the guests were: Col. W. D.} 
Graham, MC, Col. George Hessner, MC§ 
(Ret.), Lt. Col. and Mrs. Maurice Davidson, 
Lt. Col. and Mrs. Edward Doyle, Lt. Col. 
and Mrs. Jesse U. Pritchett, Lt. Col. and 
Mrs. Leon Henderson, Lt. Col. and Mrs. 
Harold W. Taylor, Lt. Col. and Mrs. C. G@ 
Metcalf, Lt. Col. F. H. Stone, Maj. and Mrs.§ 
Earle A. Paxson, Maj. and Mrs. Emerson® 
Taylor, Maj. and Mrs. J. W. Wark, Maj. 
M. J. Eyen, Capt. and Mrs. John J. Ward, 
Capt. and Mrs. James Poe, Lt. and Mrs 
R. E. Beitzel, and Mr. R. F. Polland. 

Recent additions to the staff of Rodriguez) 
General Hospital include Capt. John S&S. 
Mitchell, MSC, assigned the duties of Regis 
trar; Capt. Harold Russell, MSC, assigned} 
the duties of Food Service Administrator: ¥ 
and Capt. Idelle Kraft, ANC, assigned t0 
surgery as Anesthetist. 


@ REESE AFB, TEX. Lt. Col. Andre R 
Brousseau, one of the ‘‘oldest residents’’ of 
this base, has left for Washington, D. C. 
for a briefing and orientation on his next 
assignment which will be as a student al 
the RAF Staff College, Amport, Andover 
Hamps, England, as a participant in an 
USAF-RAF exchange program. The colonel’s 
family, consisting of his wife, Mrs. Betty 
Tingay Brousseau, two daughters, Andre L., 
age 8 years and Mary C., age 4 years, ané 
his son, Robert T., age 2 years, will accom 
pany him to England. 
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Unification and Strategy 

(Continued from Page 713) 
tional duty of raising and maintaining de- 
fense forces. This particular committee can- 
not escape its duty of examining, analyzing, 
and reporting upon every significant legisla- 
tive recommendation made by the profes- 
sional services. The same applies equally to 
the Committee on Appropriations in respect 
to fiscal recommendations. 

The committee is convinced that by more 
clearly coordinating the performance of these 
legislative and appropriation duties with the 
functions of the executive department, im- 
proved confidence will result among all the 
agencies responsible for defense. 

Normally, the services begin the develop- 
ment of the annual defense budget something 
like a year in advance of the opening of the 
congressional] session which is to consider 
that appropriation. There is a long series of 
adjustments. conferences, reviews and revi- 
sions that take place within various echelons 
of the executive department in order to pro- 
duce a reasonably balanced budget for the 
services and within the aggregate limiting 
figure tentatively fixed by the President, 
through his Bureau of the Budget. 

All of this work is done in rough conform- 
ity to an outlined strategic plan that the 
services have agreed upon arnong themselves 
as applicable to the world situation then cur- 
rent. This budget-development work is 
tedious and arduous. It requires a very great 
deal of mutual concession and compromise in 
order to produce a document that is reason- 
ably acceptable to the several] services, to the 
civilian heads of the three Departments, and 
to the Secretary of Defense. 

When a congressional session opens, there- 
fore, the services normally present to the 
Appropriations Committee certain plans and 
recommendations which conform to the con- 
cepts and ideas upon which all of this budget 
work has been proceeding for many months. 
Since it is the clear duty of that committee 
to use its judgment in passing upon recom- 
mendations involving policies, plans, meth- 
ods, and procedures, it is almost inevitable 
that certain changes will have to be made, 
and these changes necessarily reopen the 
whole budgetary process and require adjust- 
ments all the way back to the very begin- 
ning. The entirety of each service's defi- 
ciencies, fears, warnings, and resentments 
are thus thrust into the open forum of de- 
bate at one time if, indeed, they have not 
erupted months previous thereto in earlier 
stages of this process. It appears that there 
is neither step-by-step coordination between 
the Appropriations Committee and the Secre- 
tary of Defense nor has the committee had 
opportunity adequately to inform itself pro- 
gressively of the many important factors ap- 
plying to this critical problem. Circumstances 
tend to encourage expensiveness in presenta- 
tion. 

This whole process appears to be disjointed 
and uncoordinated in spite of the best will in 
the world on the part of both the Secretary 
of Defense and the Appropriations Commit- 
tee. It is bound to create a considerable 
amount of irritation. It may even incite 
charges of bad faith among the services. 
When this occurs, mutual antagonism, of 
course, increases and reaches a peak. 

The committee believes this particular kind 
of difficulty—a difficulty which lies at the 
root of many unification difficulties—can be 
eliminated or at least minimized by the 
Committee on Appropriations by keeping it- 
self progressively and constantly informed 
of development of plans and policies at the 
same time that the budget is being con- 
structed to implement both plans and 
Policies. This the Armed Services Commit- 
tee intends to do in regard to its legislative 
matters. It is hoped that, at every state of 
discussion and of concession and conciliation, 
the Committee on Appropriations or its rep- 
resentatives—and the Appropriations Com- 
mittee staff may require substantial enlarge- 
ment for this purpose—thus informed of the 
considerations leading to each decision, will 
be a virtual participant in these months of 
work and can give constant assurance to each 
Service that its particular point of view has 
been considered and digested by the repre- 
Sentatives of the lawmaking body of the 
Government. All this can be done, the com- 
mittee knows, because of the specific invita- 
tion of the Secretary of Defense. This will 
Tesult in coordination without surrender of 
Tesponsibility by any part of government. 

Of course, a very considerable degree of 
Cooperation has existed in the past, but it 
appears to have been spasmodically and ac- 
cidentally accomplished rather than de- 
liberately planned. It is the conclusion of 
this committee that, if the Appropriations 
Committee undertakes to perform this duty 
in this timely and thorough fashion, there 
will not only be complete confidence on the 
Part of each military service that it cannot 
Possibly become the victim of injustice or 
Prejudice, but a smooth-working procedure 
Should develop that will do much to achieve 
the whole unification and a fully rounded 
National defense. 


Management Committee 


From an organizational standpoint, the 
committee finds it difficult to see the wisdom 
of the wholly independent operations estab- 
lished within the Department of Defense be- 
tween the Management Committee under 








| General McNarney and the comptroller of the 

Department, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
| W. J. MeNeil. 
| The Unification Act amendments placed 
upon the comptroller of the Department of 
Defense full responsibility, under the Secre- 
tary of Defense, for all fiscal, budgetary, ac- 
counting, and auditing affairs and expendi- 
tures and collections of funds administered 
by the Department of Defense. The Man- 
agement Committee, on the other hand, has 
the function of seeking economies and in- 
creased efficiency within the Department. 
The Management Committee was the agency 
used last September by the Secretary of De- 
fense through which to order administrative 
reduction in appropriated funds. 

The committee had the firm understand- 
ing, from testimony on the Unification Act 
amendments, that the comptroller of the De- 
partment, a position created by the amend- 
ments, would hold complete responsibility 
for all departmental, fiscal, and budgetary 
matters. It is difficult to see how that re- 
sponsibility can be discharged if another 
agency is engaged in effecting reductions in 
the funds which the comptroller has found 
appropriate for the various services. This 
two-headed process can produce, and has al- 
ready produced, a situation where the 
comptroller is seeking congressional ap- 
proval of funds while at the same time the 
chairman of the Management Committee has 
concluded that the funds being requested are 
excessive. 

In order to avoid future occurrences of this 
nature, and especially to prevent a recur- 
rence of the situation that developed last 
September when the chairman of the Man- 
agement Committee ordered reductions in 
funds being appropriated, the committee 
recommends to the Secretary of Defense that 
the Management Committee be placed, for 
all fiscal and budgetary matters, under the 
direction of the Assistant Secretary of De- 
fense who holds the statutory responsibility 
for budgetary and fiscal matters. 

The committee also wishes to take specific 
notice of the composition of this Management 
Committee. Insofar as the committee is 
aware, the Management Committee of the 
Department of Defense is the first group of 
its type created in this Nation's military 
system in recent years, and, possibly, 
throughout the Nation’s military history. 
That committee has as its chairman a high- 
ranking career military officer; yet, the com- 
mittee is composed of civilians from the 
military departments on the Assistant Secre- 
tary or Under Secretary level. The organiza- 
tion is, then, an inversion of the ‘‘civilian- 
control’’ concept which has been so closely 
identified with unification. 

It appears to the committee, without re- 
flecting in any way upon the splendid service 
and outstanding ability of the chairman of 
the Management Committee, that the man- 
ner in which this group has been composed 
is an unfortunate and undesirable precedent 
both for unification and for the Nation's mili- 
tary system generally. 





Removal of Admiral Denfeld 











The removal of the Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions a week after the hearings were con- 
cluded was a_ keen disappointment to the 
committee. The committee is convinced that 
this act was a reprisal—that the frank and 
honest testimony of Admiral Denfeld in re- 
spect to national defense planning and the 
administration of the unification law, not 
some more distant cause, produced his re- 
moval from office. This act has very serious 
implications, more to the Nation at large, to 
the Congress and to the Armed Services Com- 
mittees of the Congress than to the armed 
forces themselves. 

The ability of the Congress to avail itself 
of honest testimony is a necessary require- 
ment for sound legislation and for depend- 
able appraisal of public problems in the Na- 
tion. The removal of Admiral Denfeld un- 





| 


questionably tends to intimidate witnesses 
from the executive branch. It greatly aggra- 
vates the ever-present difficulty of obtaining 
uninhibited testimony upon which to base 
legislative decisions. 

The committee is convinced that the re- 
moval of the Chief of Naval Operations, by 
discouraging honest testimony to the Con- 
gress, struck directly against the effective- 
ness of representative government and civil- 
ian control of the Nation's defense through 
the Congress—that it violated promises made 
to witnesses by the committee and the Secre- 
tary of the Navy, and by the Secretary of 
Defense in connection with the Unification 
Act Amendments of 1949—and that it violated 
specifically the language and intent of sec- 
tion 202 (c) (6) of the Unification Act amend- 
ments, enacted only 6 months ago. 

The committee deeply regrets and deplores 
this retaliation against a witness who gave 
a committee of Congress, at its request, his 
honest, frank and candid views on matters 
of great national importance. 

The committee hopes that this type of ac- 
tion will not be repeated. If, however, it does 
recur, or if the committee finds in the future 
that witnesses from the executive depart- 
ments are intimidated directly or indirectly 
in such manner as to prevent the rendering 
of frank and candid testimony, the committee 
will ask the Congress to exercise its consti- 
tutional power of redress. 





Summary of Committee Views 











1. All testimony presented was based 
on the committee’s agenda and rendered 
at the committee’s request. Personal 
views of the witnesses were solicited. 
Criticism of the witnesses for presenting 
their frank views under these circum- 
stances is unworthy and a disservice to 
the Nation’s defense. 

2. The witnesses would have been sub- 
ject to censure had their failed to present 
their convictions to the committee on the 
subjects covered in the committee agenda. 

8. The national objectives proposed by 
General Bradley appear to the commit- 
tee to be sound, but should not be as- 
sumed by the military leaders. The Secre- 
tary of Defense should initiate a study in 
the National Security Council to provide 
a firm statement of principles upon which 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff may rely as an 
official expression of their civilian lead- 
ers. 

4. The Secretary of Defense should 
initiate a study in the National Security 
Council on the relationship to the na- 
tional objectives of atomic warfare and 
present strategic planning for the use of 
atomic weapons, and the appropriate 
committees of Congress should be fully 
informed of the decisions reached in or- 
der to place the legislative and appro- 
priations problems of national defense in 
their proper perspective before the Con- 
gress. 

5. In view of the terrible destructive- 
ness of modern weapons, the Nation can 
no longer afford lackadaisical planning 
or complacency as to its defenses. For an 
indefinite time, the Nation must maintain 
sound, modern, alert defensive forces ca- 
pable of anticipating and dealing with a 
sudden enemy attack. 

6. Intercontinental strategic bombing 
is not synonymous with air power. The 
Air Force is not synonymous with the Na- 
tion’s military air power. Military air 
power consists of Air Force, Navy and 
Marine Corps air power, and of this, stra- 
tegic bombing is but one phase. The na- 
tional air power consists of the military 











718 Jackson Place 


Warrington, Fla. Long Beach, Calif. 
31 Murray Blvd. Ocean Center Bidg. 








Army—Navy—Marine Corps—Coast 
Service By an Organization Founded in Nineteen Hundred and Twenty-Four 
for the Purpose of Rendering Financial Assistance to Officer Personnel at 
the Lowest Possible Rates. It Will Pay You to Investigate. 


SPECIAL 
FINANCING 


TO COMMISSIONED OFFICERS AND WARRANT OFFICERS 
Guard—Air Forces—Public Health 


FEDERAL SERVICES FINANCE CORP. 


Home Office 





BRANCH OFFICES: 


Honolulu, T. H. 
Pier 11 Bldg. 





SERVICE 


Washington 6, D. C. 


Fayetteville, N. C. 
227 Franklin Street 


Columbus, Ga. 
330 Martin Bidg. 














723 


| Army and Navy Journal 
___ & Mareh 1950 


air power of the various services plus 
commercial aviation plus the national in- 
dustrial and manpower resources per- 
taining to aviation. 

7. Navy leaders are not opposed to 
“strategic air warfare” but do oppose 
“strategic bombing” if, by the term “stra- 
tegic bombing,” is meant mass aerial 
bombardment of urban areas. 

8. There is possibility of serious dam- 
age to the Nation's defense if too much 
joint planning is concentrated on individ- 
ual service questions of a highly technical 
nature during the formative period of 
unification. The committee has strong 
doubts that it is a service to the Nation’s 
defense for the military leaders of the re- 
spective services to pass judgment joinét- 
ly on the technical fitness of either new 
or old weapons each service wishes to de- 
velop to carry out its assigned missions. 

9. Difficulties between the Air Force 
and the naval air arm will continue be- 
cause of fundamental professional dis- 
agreements on the art of warfare. Serv- 
ice projudices, jealousies and thirst for 
power and recognition have had only a 
bare minimum of influence on this con- 
troversy. 

10. The committee expects the services 
to resolve their professional differences 
fairly and without rancor and to perform 
their professional duties not only with 
efficiency and effectiveness but also with 
dignity, with decorum, and with full re- 
ceptivity to one another's professional 
judgments. 

1l. A political body cannot of itself 
reach, through deliberative processes, 
final answers on professional military 
questions but must depend upon and en- 
courage a continuation of the process of 
exploration, study, and coordination 
among our officers of the several services 
to preserve a satisfactory doctrine of de- 
fense, to have ready applicable plans, and 
to devise units, suitably equipped, to meet 
the most probable circumstances of any 
emergency. The significant thing is to in- 
sure that the national defense structure 
insures adequate consideration of all pro- 
fessional views, especially during these 
early days of unification. 

12. The Committee on Appropriations 
should make a thorough analysis of pres- 
ent and projected aircraft procurement 
to verify whether or not the present and 
planned level of procurement will sup- 
port the required air power for the Na- 
tion. 

18. A closer relationship should be es- 
tablished between Marine Corps aviators, 

(Please turn to Next Page) 
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Unification and Strategy 
(Continued from Preceding Page) 
the Army Field Forces, and the Air Force 
for the development of sound close air 
support tactics and techniques. The Sec- 
retary of Defense should require the 
prompt establishment of a joint training 

center for this purpose. 

14 There should be joint training ac- 
tivities between tactical aircraft of the 
Air Force and Navy to resolve questions 
of relative performance of these aircraft. 

15. All services have been at fault at 
one time or another in the unification 
effort. There are no unification Puritans 
in the Pentagon. 

16. Prudent administration of unifica- 
tion, sensitive to the many imponderables 
of spirit and emotion and service loyal- 
ties, can greatly ease service tensions and 
difficulties over the years that must pass 
before cross education of the services 
will truly produce the “one-armed-force” 
concept. Hasty decisions and brusque dis- 
missais of honestly held service views 
will aggravate these tensions and diffi- 
culties. 

17. Cross education of the services holds 
the ultimate key to the perplexing prob- 
lems of interservice relations. A much 
greater concentration of effort is needed 
in this field. 

18. There is no justification whatsoever 
for barring naval aviation personnel from 
Strategic Air Command activities of the 
Air Force. This is not in the spirit of uni- 
fication, despite the provocations that 
may have occurred in the past to produce 
this situation. 

19. Joint training centers should be es- 
tablished in all areas of greatest inter- 
service controversy to remove lack of un- 
derstanding which breeds_ suspicion, 
rivalry, and questioning of motives. This 
should be done in air matters, amphibi- 
ous warfare, ground support aviation, 
air-borne troops. 

20. There should be an augmentation of 
interservice war games to resolve such 
questions as the Banshee versus the B-36 
in order to eliminate or at least reduce 
the tensions between the services, as well 
as contributing to their combat readi- 
ness. 

21. The committee firmly supports uni- 
fication, but emphasizes that it is a con- 
cept requiring definition. Blind support 
should not be given to “unification” as a 
word; its meaning should always be ex- 
amined to determine whether the par- 
ticular concept being applied or proposed 
is the proper one. 

22. Civilian control of the Nation’s 
armed forces is integrally a part of the 
Nation’s democratic process and tradi- 
tion; it is strongly supported by the com- 
mittee. But in supporting civilian control 
of the armed forces, the committee does 
not mean (1) preventing free testimony 
before congressional committees by mem- 
bers of the armed forces, or (2) the rele- 
gation of the United States Congress to 
a bystander role in issues pertaining to 
the national defense. ~ 

23. The Joint Chiefs of Staff structure, 
as now constituted, does not insure at all 
times adequate consideration for the 
views of all services. The committee will 
sponsor legislation to require rotation of 
the position of chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff among the services after 
a 2-year term, and to add the Com- 
mandant of the Marine Corps to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff as a member thereof. 

24. The committee will ultimately re- 
examine the entire Joint Chiefs of Staff 
structure to determine whether the struc- 
ture, as amended as proposed in this re- 
port, insures adequate consideration of 
all service views. 

25. The evaluation of the B-36 is prop- 
erly within the province of the Joint 
Weapons Systems Evaluation Board; fu- 
ture mass procurement of weapons 
should not be undertaken until the rec- 
ommendations of this Board, except in 
time of emergency, are available to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

26. The Air Force holds the primary re- 
sponsibility for conducting strategic 
bombing. It has maintained that the B-36 
bomber is its foremost weapon to carry 
out that mission and that the B-36 can 
do its job. The committee holds that the 
Nation must reply upon the judgment of 
its professional leaders in their respective 
fields in matters of this nature—and that 
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the Nation’s leaders in respect to weap- 
ons of the Air Force are the leaders of 
the United States Air Force. 

27. The committee deplores the manner 
of cancellation of the construction of the 
aircraft carrier USS United States, but, 
because of the pressure of other ship- 
building programs at the present time 
and the existing budgetary limitations on 
the Navy Department, will withhold fur- 
ther action—for the present—as regards 
the construction of this vessel. The com- 
mittee consider it sound policy, however, 
for the Nation to follow the advice of its 
professional leaders in regard to this sub- 
ject in the same manner as has been here- 
tofore done in respect to the B-36 bomber. 
In the committee’s view, the Nation’s 
leaders in respect to naval weapons are 
the leaders of the United States Navy. 

28. The appropriate role of the Joint 
Weapons Systems Evaluation Board is to 
evaluate weapons after they have been 
developed, not to instruct the services 
what types of new weapons they will or 
will not develop. 

29. The committee will sponsor legisla- 
tion to require, within reasonable limits, 
consultation by the Secretary of Defense 
with the Appropriations Committees of 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
before appropriated funds are withheld 
by administrative act. 

30. The Appropriations Committee 
should augment its staff in order to keep 
in intimate touch with the development 
of national defense budgets, thereby eas- 
ing the stresses and strains in the Penta- 
gon and keeping the Congress adequately 
informed on basic national defense plan- 
ning as reflected in budgetary plans. 

31. The Management Committee of the 
Department of Defense should be placed 
under the direction of the Comptroller of 
the Department of Defense on all fiscal 
and budgetary matters. 

32. The appointment of a career mili- 
tary officer as chairman of a committee 
composed of civilians on the Assistant 
Secretary or Under Secretary level is an 
unfortunate and undesirable precedent 
which inverts the civilian-control concept 
so closely identified with unification. 

33. The removal of Admiral Denfeld was 
a reprisal against him for giving testi- 
mony to the House Armed Services Com- 
mittee. This act is a blow against effec- 
tive representative government in that 
it tends to intimidate witnesses and 
hence discouraged the rendering of free 
and honest testimony to the Congress; 
it violated promises made to the wit- 
nesses by the committee, the Secretary 
of the Navy, and the Secretary of De- 
fense; and it violated the Unification Act, 
into which a provision was written 
specifically to prevent actions of this na- 
ture against the Nation’s highest military 
and naval officers. 





Dissenting Report 











OLLOWING is the complete text of 
the Dissenting Report signed by eight 
members of the Committee: 

The undersigned members of the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services are in support of all 
portions of the report filed by the majority 
of the Committee with the exception of one 
item. 

That exception is Item 33 of the Commit- 
tee conclusions which characterizes the trans- 
fer of Admiral Denfeld from his post of Chief 
of Naval Operations as a ‘‘reprisal’’ against 
him for having testified before the Committee. 

On this item, the undersigned dissent, for 
there is nothing whatsoever in the record of 
the Committee hearings to support the find- 
ing the Committee has reached. 

The letter, contained in the report, from 
the Secretary of the Navy to the President. 
giving his reasons for removing the Chief of 
Naval Operations, is the only official evidence 
available to the Committee pertaining to this 
action. That letter specifically states that the 
Secretary of the Navy informed the Presi- 
dent, in the presence of the Secretary of De- 
fense, before the Committee’s October hear- 
ings began, that Admiral Denfeld’s useful- 
ness as Chief of Naval Operations had termi- 
nated in the opinion of the Secretary of the 


| Navy. 


There is absolutely nothing before the 
Committee, privately or publicly, to contro- 
vert this statement of the Secretary of the 
Navy 

Purely on supposition—exclusively on the 
basis of a priori reasoning—the Committee 
has cast aside the carefully weighed words 
of the Secretary of the Navy and, in effect, 


stated that the Secretary has misrepresented | 


the facts to the President. 
The undersigned members of the Commit- 
tee cannot support either the finding of ‘‘re- 


prisal’’ under these circumstances, or the 
method by which the finding was reached. 

Since the hearings terminated—very recent- 
ly—the Senate Committee on Armed Services 
has specifically considered this question in 
all of its ramifications, and has discontinued 
further discussion of the problem on the 
ground that the Secretary of the Navy had 
adequately settled the matter in executive 
session, insofar as that Committee is con- 
cerned. 

Yet, the House Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices has reached a diametrically opposite con- 
clusion without hearing the testimony of the 
Secretary of the Navy against whom the ver- 
dict is rendered. 

This is an unsound manner in which to 
conduct public business, It is prejudging a 
case without hearing the evidence. It is as- 
suming, not proving, the facts of a case. 

It is, therefore, the duty of the undersigned 
members of the Committee to dissent com- 
pletely from the finding of the majority of 
the Committee as evidenced in Item 33 of the 
Committee’s conclusions and to maintain 
that that finding cannot properly be reached 
on the basis of factual evidence before the 
Committee. 

(Signed by Representatives Paul J. Kilday 
(D-Tex.), Franck R. Havenner (D-Calif.), 
Melvin Price (D-Il.), O. C. Fisher (D-Tex.), 
William J. Green, Jr. (D-Pa.), John R. Walsh 
(D-Ind.), J. Gary Clemente (D-N.Y.), and 
Clyde Doyle (D-Calif). 





Air Force Wives’ Fair 

The Air Force Officers Wives’ Club of 
Washington is sponsoring an old-fash- 
ioned country fair with a modern twist 
on Wednesday, 8 March, between 2 and 5 
p. m. at the Ft. Myer gymnasium. The Air 
Force wives are inviting all to attend. 

There will be plenty to buy—white ele- 
phants, flowers, fine arts, crafts, fash- 
ions, needlework, and food. There will 
also be a fortune teller, palm reader, 
and tea leaf reader. Mrs. J. B. Newman, 





wife of Brig. Gen. Newman, is in charge 
of this feature. 

Twenty-two piece unit of the USAF 
Symphony Orchestra with Lt. Col. G. §, 
Howard, Conductor, and Chief Warrant 
Officer John Yesulaitis, Assistant Con- 
ductor, will play. 

There will be two fashion shows—one 

at four o’clock with models between the 
ages of two and twelve, and a teen-age 
show at 6 p. m. 
_ There will be a Uniform Exchange, pre- 
sided over by Mrs. Sidney Grubbs, jr., 
wife of the commanding officer of Head- 
quarters Command of Washington, D. C, 
This exchange will make it possible for 
Air Force officers to sell their “khaki” uni- 
forms to Army personnel. Mrs. Grubbs 
states that uniforms should be dry- 
cleaned and brought to the Uniform Ex- 
change on Tuesday, 7 March, in the Ft. 
Myer gym. A committee of “appraisers” 
will set the prices. Mrs. Caleb B. Haynes 
is in charge of the appraisers. 

Proceeds will be used to dedicate an 
Airmen’s room at the Soldiers, Sailors, 
Marines, and Airmen’s Club as well as for 
the Personal Service fund of the AFOWC 
which provides emergency relief for Air 
Force families in distress. 

Among the “teen-agers” who will assist 
the tiny tots in their fashion parade, as 
well as sell the new Air Force matches, 
are: the Misses Ellen Anderson, Emily 
Boatner, Edith Boatner, Beth Burnside, 
Dorothy Brownfield, Mary Brownfield, 
Patsy Everest, Nancy Grubbs, Billy Ann 
Hale, Judy Miller, Lynn Munroe, and Vir- 
ginia Nugent. 

Many husbands have most unusual 
hobbies to display ranging from trophies 
of war to a genuine leopard cape and 
hat personally “shot” by the exhibitor. 
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been Chief, Planning and Control 


week was nominated by President Tru- 
man to be Assistant Commandant. He 
will succeed the present Commandant, 
Vice Adm. Merlin O'Neill. 

Captain Richmond, 48 years old, was 
commissioned in the Coast Guard in 
October 1924 and is a graduate of George 
Washington University (1938) with the 
degree of juris doctor. 

In 1939 he represented the United 
States at an International Whaling Con- 
ference in London; in 1942 was in com- 
mand of the Hyda; in 1943 was assigned 
to the Third Coast Guard District and 
later that year was ordered to London 
again as senior Coast Guard officer on 
a merchant-marine inspection board. 

He has held his present assignment 
since 1 July, 1946. 


Fate of Ice-Breakers 


Coast Guard testimony before a Con- 
gressional group considering the 1951 
budget request has disclosed that of the 
three icebreakers lend-leased to the 
Russians during the war, only one has 
been returned. The original Southwind 
has been returned to the Navy in Japan, 
but the whereabouts of the other two 
vessels, the original Northwind and 
Westwind is uncertain. A second North- 
wind was completed for the Coast Guard 
just at the close of the war. 

Vice Adm. Merlin O’Neill, Coast Guard 
Commandant, queried by members of a 
House Appropriations subcommittee rela- 
tive to the fate of the two icebreakers 
still in Russia, reported that the Soviets 
had stated the vessels could not be re- 
turned at this time “because they were 
caught in the ice, but where I do not 
know.” 

W. O. Appointments 


Coast Guard officials announced this 


missioned warrant complements have 
been filled, permanent warrant appoint- 
ments will be offered to persons next on 
the eligibility list for permanent com- 
missioned warrant grades, whose perma- 


be taken until vacancies are exhausted. 

Meantime, it was reported that two 
temporary appointments to warrant 
grades have been made: Daniel J. Tarr 
to Bosn. and Cecil V. Brinkley to Carp. 

PClks. Harold M. Schiffbauer and Lloyd 
| M. Probst have been advanced from pay 
| grade W-1 to pay grade W-2. 





eq Alfred C. Richmond, who has | 


Staff, Coast Guard Headquarters, this | Coast Guard Yard, Lightship No. 95 has 


nent status is enlisted. This action will | 
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week that as soon as the permanent com- | 


Operations 
Upon completion of availability at the 


returned to Cape May, N. J. The Mata- 
gorda has arrived at the Yard for availa- 
bility which will end about the middle 
of this month. 

Resignation 


The resignation of Lt. (jg) Ian E. Hol- 
land, USCG, has been accepted, effective 
1 March. 


ORDERS 


Commanders 
Raymond W. Blouin, HQ, to AirFac, San 
Juan, P. R. 
Edmund E. Fahey, AirSta, Salem, Mass, to 
12CGDO. 
John F. Harding, 
Salem, Mass (CO). 
William H. Snyder, AirSta, Port Angeles, 
Wash, to 1CGDO. 
Charles Tighe, AirSta, San Diego, Calif, 
to AirSta, Pt Angeles, Wash (CO). 
Lt. Commanders 
Larry L Davis, AirSta, St Petersburg, Fla, 
to AirSta, San Diego, Calif. 
Norman A. Dreher, Marine Insp, San Fran- 
cisco, Calif, to Sweetbrier (CO). 
Lieutenants 
Robert M _ Becker, Bering Strait, to 
17CGDO (e). 
Wesley J Cumberland, Kukui, to 7CGDO 
(eme). 
Walter J Felton, 
(XO). 
Christopher J Galvin, 17CGDO, to Storis 
(EO). 
Theron H Gato, Marine Insp, Tampa, Fla, 
to Marine Insp, Cleveland, Ohio. 
John R MacLeod, Storis, to Coos Bay 
(EO). 


1CGDO, to Air Sta, 


13CGDO, to Sweetbrier 


Lieutenants (jz) 


George W Cooper, Coos Bay, to Bering 
Strait (EO). 

Edgar W Dorr, 1CGDO, to Academy 
(furas). 

Jackson B Hacker (R), 12CGDO, to Acad- 
emy (furas). 

Ian E Holland, NavTraCtr, Great Lakes, 


Ill, to 9CGDO (furas). 
Edwin L Knowles (R), 13CGDO, to Acad 
emy (furas). 
Jack D Lyon, NavAirBasicTra, Pensacola, 
Fla, to NavAirAdvTra, Corpus Christi, Tex. 
Ensigns 
Jack R. Horton, 13CGDO, to Academy 
(furas). 
Warrant Officers 

CMach Harry V Spavin, Iris, 
sweet (EO). 

Mach Eugene C Colson, Dexter, to Bibb. 

Mach Allen F Perkins, AirSta, San Frat 
cisco, Calif, to AirFac, San Ju: 

Mach Earl J Rice, Bitterswect, 
(EO). 

Mach Donald E Simkins, Bibb to AbsecoD 


to Bitter 
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